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LONDON, NOVEMBER 9, 1867. 
—»— 

THE PROFESSION has sustained a severe loss in the un- 
expected death of Mr. Edward James, Q.C., M.P., which 
took place at Paris on Sunday morning last. Mr. James 
had left England, after the Summer Circuit, in his usual 
xobust health, for a vacation tour in Switzerland and the 











‘Tyrol. Whilst on his return to this country he was 


seized with his fatal malady. He was unable to proceed 
‘beyond Paris on his homeward journey ; he halted there 
for medical assistance, but was never able to leave that 
sity alive. 

Mr. James’ career at the bar was one most honourable 
to himself, and may well serve as an encouragement to 
youngermen. Emphatically he “lived laborious days.” 
Beginning life with no advantage beyond an Oxford 
education, and without any great connection in the law, 
he fought his way gallantly up to the head of the greatest 
circuit in England. First as a local practitioner at Liver- 
pool, then as a junior in London, then as a Queen’s Counsel, 
and finally as Attorney-General for the County Palatine of 
Lancaster, and member for one of the chief cities on his 
circuit, he was a model of what all professional men 
should be. His warmth of temperament occasionally in- 
volved him in disputes which more phlegmatic men 
would have escaped, but the native generosity of his dis- 
position and his perfect sincerity of soul never failed to 
endear him to all who approached him. Few men have 
‘passed a more honourable life; and, if we may judge 
from the heartfelt expressions of regret which were heard 
‘in Westminster-hall last Monday, few men have died in 
tthe full tide of professional pursuits who have left a 
greater blank behind them than will be left by his pre- 
mature decease. He was not, indeed, very young in 
years, but he was young in energy, and young, above all, 
in that sympathy with youth which is the best preserva- 
tive against age. The profession can ill spare such men 
from its ranks. His salutary influence, however, will 
Jong be felt, especially on the Northern Circuit. The 
future leader of it, whoever he may be, cannot do better 
than imitate his predecessor, whose whole conduct 
through life was a proof that the highest success as an 
advocate is consistent with the loftiest sense of honour, 
and the most transparent truthfulness. 

Mr. James sat in Parliament too short atime to en- 
able us to judge what he might have become as a politi- 
cian. His success at the bar was slow but sure, and it 
is not improbable that his parliamentary might have been 
the reflex of his legal career. As events have unhappily 
turned out, the only recollection of him which will be 
left in the minds of members of the House of Commons 
will be of his determined independence. He was not a 
good “party” man, But even his bitterest political 
opponents will admit that his votes were always given 
from the purest and most patriotic motives, 

Had his life been spared, he would almost certainly 
have become a judge. His judicial qualities had been 
amply tested in the Passage Court at Liverpool, over 
which he presided for many years, and the satisfactory 
and rapid manner in which he there discharged his 





duties enables us to say with confidence that he would 
have been a great addition to the strength of the judicial 
bench. His long experience as a leader and his remark- 
able memory made it easy for him to deal with compli- 
cated facts, and hence his “summings up” were un- 
usually intelligible. At Nisi Prius he would have had 
few rivals among his brethren, and his large stores of 
commercial law would have rendered him scarcely less 
useful in banco. Mr. James is thus a loss to the pro- 
fession in a two-fold capacity. We regret him both for 
what he was and for what he might have been. 





Mr. STEPHEN TEMPLE, Q.C., yesterday received the 
appointment of Attorney-General to the County Palatine 
of Lancashire in succession to the late Mr. Edward James. 
It is not known who will succeed to Mr. James’s other 
appointment of Assessor to the Liverpool Court of 
Passage. 

A MEMBER of the medical profession has been elected 
without opposition to the office of coroner for North 
Somerset, no legal candidate having come forward. The 
British Medical Journal, after recording the circum- 
stances, makes the following remarks:— 

“The Solicitors’ Journal discusses with ability, and 
combats with zeal, our recent declaration that medical 
men ought in all cases to be elected to this office; but our 
contemporary altogether fails to meet, although it can- 
not fail to have appreciated, the argument based upon 
the fact that, in the larger number of inquiries, the coro- 
ner has to inquire into causes of death either without 
any medical and technical assistance, or upon the evi- 
dence of a single witness, who may, if he please, mislead 
him, as he occasionally has an interest in doing. The 
coronership is, we maintain, a legitimate appanage of 
medicine.” 

The paragraph to which our contemporary alludes is 
one which appeared in our last volume (11 S. J. 1091) 
in which we advocated the position, to our mind” an in- 
disputable one, that a legal training is a better qualifica- 
tion for the duties of a coroner’s office than a medical 
one. Our contemporary writes with his customary cour- 
tesy, but our readers will probably agree with us in think- 
ing that the observations which we have just cited do 
not by any means amouut to a refutation of our previous 
arguments. 

The function of coroner is to enquire into and ascertain 
the cause of death, in order that, if necessary, the law may 
step in and deal with the matter, and that the public may 
be placed in possession of such full information as may 
lead, when possible, to the formation of future rafe- 
guards. The enquiry involves the taking of evidence; 
for this task the lawyer is by his professional education 
specially qualified; it is no easy task to conduct an 
enquiry so as to elicit the truth from an intricate mass of 
evidence, and those gentlemen whose profession requires 
of them an acquaintance with the rules of evidence, and 
has afforded them an insight into the application of those 
rules, and an ample experience of the means by which 
the truth isto elicited, have received the best training they 
could possibly have had. There are medical coroners who 
discharge the functions of their office with great ability, 
and we should be the first to acknowledge the services 
which these gentlemen, gifted with an unusual amount 
of ability, have rendered to the community, but we 
cannot disguise the fact that, a priori, and irrespective of 
personal considerations, the members of the legal pro- 
fession have, in the matter of qualification for this 
important function, along start of their medical brethren. 

Even if every coroner’s inquest involved a “ medical” 
enquiry this would be strictly true, and when we recollect 
the very large number of inquests in which this is not 
so, the case we have put becomes still stronger. A man 
is killed by a fall from a window, is cut to pieces by a 
railway engine, entangled and drawn in by a piece of 
machinery, or drowned by the capsizing of a boat; in 
‘these and hundreds of other cases there is no “medical * 
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inquiry whatever. The cause of death is apparent, 
although a medical witness may perhaps attend and 
testify, in technical phraseology to the particular manner 
in which the skull has been fractured or the manner 
in which death has resulted from asphyxia. But 
there may be in all these cases grave questions as to 
culpable negligence and “manslaughter,” and in solving 
there the legal training of a coroner will stand him in 
good stead. This disposes of a very large number of 
the “larger number of enquiries ” of which our contempo- 
rary speaks. His concluding observation is one which 
we regret to see, and which probably was regretted by 
himself when too late to recall it. We are sorry to see it 
hinted by a medical contemporary that medical gentle- 
men could condescend purposely to endeavour to mis- 
lead a coroner and his jury. We all know that the 
evidence of experts is not always reliable, but we are 
sorry to see so unregretful an admission made by the 
organ of a particular class. 


Last TUESDAY the Court of Common Pleas delivered 
judgment in favour of the defendants in the case of The 
Conflans Stone Quarry Company v. The National Bank. 
The Court had stated before the Long Vacation what was 
the effect of the decision they had come to in this case, 
but they deferred the delivery of the formal judgment 
until this term. 

We made some brief comments * upon this case when 

the result of the judgment was first made known, and 
we then expressed a hope that a carefully prepared 
judgment would be given by the Court. The judgment 
will now soon be reported, and we shall have an oppor- 
tunity of examining it in detail, but from the short 
report of it which has already appeared in the daily 
papers, we fear that the learned judges of the Court 
of Common Pleas have hardly given that amount of care 
to its preparation which the novelty and importance of 
the points at issue seem to demand. The facts of the 
case are simple enough; the plaintiffs obtained some 
circular notes in the usual form from the defendants, 
and these circular notes were afterwards lost without 
having been signed by the payee. The plaintiffs then 
demanded payment from the defendants of the amount 
they had given for these notes, and on the refusal of 
the defendants to pay this action was: commenced, 
which, as we have said, has now been decided against the 
plaintiffs. 

Some of the inconveniences which we suggested in our 
former notice of the case as being likely to result from 
this decision will not arise, in consequence of the way 
in which the law has been laid down by the Court in 
their judgment. We suggested for instance that if 
a holder of circular notes obtained by him from a 
bank in London, took a greater number abroad than 
he could use on his travels, he would not as matter 
of law be entitled to demand payment in London for 
such of bis notes as he brought back with him, but would 
be compelled to get them cashed by one .of the bankers 
mentioned in his letter of indication. This difficulty has 
however been met by a portion of the judgment, which 
decides that it is not obligatory on holders to cash circular 
notes, but in the event of the holder not using them 
abroad’; he may after reasonable notice require re-payment 
from the bankers who issued them. Although holders of 
notes may thus get them cashed by the bankers who issued 
them, it is not easy to know what may be the meaning 
of a reasonable notice. This expression does not seem to 
have been in any way explained by the court. 

There is however a much more serious question than the 
method of procedure which a plaintiff ought to adopt, and 
that is—Is a person who loses unsigned circular notes en- 
titled to recover the money he paid for them at all? The 
Conflans Stone Quarry Company v. The National Bank has 
clearly decided that such a person is not entitled to recover 
unless he gives the banker an indemnity against any possi 
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} ble loss which he might sustain in consequence of these 

notes being at any future time presented for payment, 

And as a court of law cannot compel a plaintiff to give an 

indemnity, except in those cases which fall within s, 97 

of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, it will not allow 
such a plaintiff to recover at all. 

The 87thsection ofthe Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
only appliesto actions upon lost negotiable instruments, and 
therefore cannot apply to a case where no right of action 
has accrued (or can accrue, without some dealing with 
the note as signing, presentment, &c.) to the holder of a 
negotiable instrument at the time of its loss. Sucha 
holder, therefore, has no Zegal remedy either under the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, or by the rules of 
the common law. 

The question, then, at once presents itself—Is there 
any remedy in equity? This branch of the question is 
not touched upon in the judgment, which only deals. 
with the legal aspect of the question. It yet remains, 
however, to be seen what are the equitable rights of a 
plaintiff in the position of the Conflans Stone Quarry 
Company. It would be premature to enter upon the dis- 
cussion of this point at present, as we have not yet got. 
before us any full report of the case. We only note now 
what appears to be the effect of the law laid down in: 
this judgment, as reported in the daily papers. The 
rights of persons holding circular notes cannot, however, 
be considered to be fully ascertained by this decision. 
There is yet the equitable side of the question to be exa- 
mined, which may, on examination, turn out to be 
more favourable to the unfortunate loser of such instru-- 
ments than the legal principles which govern the 
courts at Westminster. 





On THURSDAY the Court of Common Pleas granted a 
rule nisi in the case of Bryant y. Ascot, on the motion of 
Mr. Grantham, and a similar rule in another case on the 
motion of Mr. A. L. Smith, to review the decisions at 
judges’ chambers on the 5th section of the New County 
Court Act, to which we alluded last week. We have 
now ascertained how the matter came before the judges 
at chambers. It appears that upon a judgment by de- 
fault on a writ under the Bills of Exchange Act (which 
may of course be obtained in vacation as well as at:- 
other times, wherever the defendant has failed, within 
twelve days, to obtain leave from a judge at chambers to 
appear), the practice is to take the writ to one of the 
judges’ clerks at chambers, who, if the defendant has not 
obtained leave, stamps the writ, and upon this stamp 
being shown to the master, he will tax the costs. Since 
the passing of the new Act, the judges’ clerks, entertain- 
ing a doubt whether the 5th section applied at once, 
have refused to stamp the writs, as a matter of course, 
in cases under £20, but have referred the cases to the 
judges. As we said last week, we think the decision 
given at chambers must have been a hasty one, and that 
the obvious intention of the Legislature in introducing: 
the words “ after the passing of this Act ” could not have: 
been brought to the notice of the judges. We have 
little doubt that next week we shall be able to announce: 
that the rules have been made absolute, and that the con- 
struction we have put upon the Act has been held to be 
the true one, [ww 
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THE Hinpdoo and Mahommedan laws exercise their 
influence over seventy millions of our fellow subjects ; 
the territory in which they are administered comprises, 
from Cashmere to Cape Comorin, 1,900 British miles in 
length, and from the Indies to the mountains of the 
Burampooter upwards of 1,500 British miles in breadth. 
The well-being of that enormous population depends 
upon the skilful and impartial administration of the- 
laws prevailing in the different presidencies. It is of 
the first importance, therefore, that the gentlemen who. 
are rent out from this country to discharge judicial 
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functions there should have the best means. afforded 
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them of learning those laws. In former years the young 
men intended to discharge judicial duties in India used 
to be harnessed to their work without any previous legal 
training ; and, in order to assist them in the discharge 
of their tasks, the much reprobated Pundits were attached 
to the Mofussil and other courts, to advise the judges 
upon the laws which they sat to administer. The Pun- 
dits are now, like the East India Company itself, a thing 
of the past. 

The Indian Government now selects annually from the 
successful candidates-at the Indian Civil Service Exami- 
nations some forty or fifty young gentlemen for the dis- 

of minor judicial functions in India, promoting 
them to higher posts as they acquire experience, The 
selected candidates are, in the first instance, detained on 
this side of the water in order that they may, before their 
arrival in India, make themselves acquainted with the 
languages and laws of the country. In order to insure 
the attainment of the latter object they have to read 
certain law books and pass certain examinations. The 
latest of these works was compiled in 1828, and, though 
they are undoubtedly works of great merit, it is not 
too much to say that they are capable of improvement. 
The English legal bodies have established professorships, 
lecturerships and readerships for the instruction of the 
students of English Law. These advantages, however, 
have not yet been extended, either by the Indian or the 
English government, to the students of the native laws 
administered in the Indian Empire. Such being at 
present the paucity of the means of instruction, we are 
glad to observe that private enterprise has come to the 
rescue. Mr.S.G. Grady, the recorder of Gravesend, a 
member of the bar well acquainted with the Hindoo 
and Mahommedan systems of law, has recently delivered 
a course of lectures on those subjects in Clement’s Inn 
Hall. He conducted his class through the whole range 
of the subject, from the Institutes of Menu, the great 
source of Hindoo law, and the Hedafifa and other Ma- 
hommedan works, down to the latestdecisions of the Courts 
in the different presidencies, distinguishing clearly the 
five schools of law which prevail in India. Such an 
opportunity of instruction is much to the advantage of 
the students of these laws, and we may add, to those 
whose cases these young gentlemen will have to adjudi- 
cate. We understand that Mr. Grady proposes to deliver 
other courses in February and the succeeding months. 





THE RESULT of the trial of the second batch of 
Fenians at Manchester was not unexpected, Fortu- 
for the prisoners one of the witnesses for the 
prosecution broke down entirely, and was obliged to ad- 
mit that he was mistaken in his identification of one of 
the accused. | This circumstance naturally threw an air 
of doubt on the whole case, and the jury in the exercise 
of a merciful discretion found all the prisoners “ not 
guilty.” We cannot blame them for arriving at such a 
conclusion, for the evidence of John Beck, the railway 
clerk, as to William Martin (one of the men on their 
trial) was strange enough to shake, for the moment at 
any rate, their faith in the testimony offered as to the 
identity of the rest of the prisoners. Beck swore positively 
that he had seen William Martin, at the time of the 
attack on the police van, throwing stones at the police 
and at civilians. After a close cross-examination it 


was the person whom the witness really meant to identify. 
The error was beyond explanation even by the acute and 
learned Attorney-General. William Martin was no more 
like John Martin than Hamlet was like Hercules, William 
had rough red hair. John had smooth brown hair: 
William was untidy in his dress ; John was the reverse. 
The witness, however, says the Zimes reporter, “did not 
seem much disconcerted by this discovery.” We heartily 
sympathise with the indignation with which the pri- 
soners’ counsel denounced such reckless swearing. Where 


be confounded, But it is difficult to frame an excuse for 
@ man who comes forward coolly to swear indifferently to 
either John or William, to a ragged man with red rough 
hair, or to a neat man with smooth brown hair. With- 
out particular reference to this man Beek’s evidence, it 
may be doubted whether the present method of identify- 
ing criminals is satisfactory. As a general rule the 
process is conducted within prison walls, and the wit- 
nesses, whilst examining the countenances of different 
prisoners, are immediately under the eye of the police. 
Now we have no desire to impute conscious unfairness 
to any officers of justice. Still it must be remembered 
that policemen are so familiar with guilt that they are 
apt to be a little incredulous of innocence. They have 
an interest unquestionably that a man whom they 
have arrested on any charge should turn ont to be the 
right man, and hence without any desire to do wrong 
they may involuntarily direct a witness’s attention to the 
person whom they conceive to be the real criminal. We 
believe that greater precautions ought to be-taken to 
insure the impartial conduct of the process of identifica- 
tion. The suspected person ought to be placed amongst 
a number of others, and the scrutiny should always be 
conducted in the absence of those police who are directly 
interested in the case. Under no circumstances ought 
an accused man to be specially marked. We quite agree 
with Mr. Seymour that it was not dealing fair play to 
Martin that he should be subject to identification whilst 
chained to another. At the best evidence to identify 
is not the most reliable sort of evidence, and when it has 
been obtained by questionable means it becomes abso- 
lutely worthless. Recognition, we may add, should never 
be stimulated by the hope of a reward. The policy of 
offering rewards is in all cases doubtful, for, although 
the days when “ professional” witnesses used to lurk 
about courts of justice ready to swear anything for a 
guinea, have, happily, passed away, there are still men 
to be found who are not proof against pecuniary tempta- 
tion. But to offer money for evidence of identity is, we 
conceive, utterly useless. Plenty of evidence may be 
produced by such means. It is easier to identify persons 
than to invent cireumstances. The quality of the 
evidence obtained, however, will probably be inversely 
as its quantity. 





PRESUMPTIONS OF LIFE AND DEATH.—No. I. 


There is a class of cases, more numerous perhaps than 
is usually supposed, in which the law is obliged to hesi- 
tate between conflicting claims to property, for want of 
evidence of the time or manner of the death of some 
previous possessor. These cases are of two kinds :—those 
in which the question is one of survivorship as between 
persons who perished by some common calamity, the 
deaths being certain, and the doubt being as to which 
died first; and those in which the death itself is not 
known with certainty to have taken place, but, the party 
having disappeared, the question is, what legal presump- 
tion can be founded upon the fact of his non-appearance, 
and how far can the Court act upon such an inference ? 
Cases of the latter class are especially numerous; pro- 
bably there is scarcely a practitioner amongst our 
who has not been called upon to act in some of them, 
and it may therefore be useful to collect and epitomise 
the reported cases on the subject. The other class is a 
less numerous one ; many cases which have been decided 
on that branch are collected in the works of Best, Taylor, 
and others who have treated of the laws of evidence and 
presumption. There is also an important case upon the 
subject of more recent date, that of Wing v. Angrave, 
8 H. L. 183, which came before the House of Lords in 
1860. It is worth while also to review the law upon 
this point, and this we shall proceed to do before dealing 
with the second branch of our subject. 

Where persons perished together, and the manner cf 
their death was uncertain, the civil law enjoined certain 





two men are as like as two Dromios, a witness may well 





fixed inferences, which were imperative presumptions of 
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law. Thus it was a presumption of law, if the parties | 
were husband and wife, that the husband survived. If | 
the relation was that of parent and child, the former 
“was presumed to have survived if the child were under 
the age of puberty, and the latter if the child were over 
that age. 

The code Napoleon, in like manner, has certain arbitrary 

presumptions of law for application to such cases: they 
are, however, like those of the old civil law, capable of 
being rebutted by evidence, or, more properly, arise only | 
upon default of evidence. According to these presump- | 
tions, where persons have perished together by some com- | 
mon disaster, ifall were under fifteen, the eldest is presumed | 
to have survived, and if all were over sixty the youngest. | 
As between persons under fifteen and persons over sixty, | 
the former are presumed the survivors ; while, if the in- 
dividuals were all between fifteen and sixty, the male is 
presumed to have survived the female, if the difference | 
between their ages did not exceed one year, otherwise | 
the younger is presumed to have survived the elder. | 

Our law recognises no fixed presumptions of this kind ; 
whether their operation is salutary or no is a subject 
upon which there may be a difference of opinion. There can 
be no question that, in a largemajority of cases, they would 
be purely arbitrary presumptions, attended with, to say 
the least, no appreciable probability ; yet, when a case of 
this kind occurs, it is as likely as not that any conclusion, 
so there be one, between the conflicting suppositions, is 
better than none. When, for instance, by our law the 
property devolves, in default of a decision between two 
claimants, upon some third party whose claim ranks 
after both claims ; in such a case any decision, even by 
lot, between the two first claimants would be a nearer 
approximation to justice than to hand the property | 
over both their heads to a more remote third party be- 
yond : yet, this is what the law, according to our rules, is | 
occassionally compelled to do An instance of this | 
occurred in the case of Wing v. Angrave, to which | 
we shall presently refer; and this inconvenience 
was not unknown to the civil law in which the | 
application of the presumptions above mentioned was | 
not in all cases peremptory, ¢g., the case cited in | 
Burge on Colonial Law, iv, 24, in which a father, in dis- | 
posing of property to two sons, directed that the one 
who last died should deliver a particular part to a cer- 
tain relation. Both sons died at the same time, and 
the direction failed, the intended recipient not being | 
able to entitle himself, because he could not prove that 
either of the sons had survived the other. This was a 
particularly gross failure of justice, and yet hardly 
worse than that in Wing v. Angrave, presently to be 
mentioned. 

From Randall v. Broughton, the oldest case, down to 
Wing v. Angrave, the latest, there have been many of 
these singular cases before the Court, the result being 
a little more than a negative conclusion or absence of 
presumption. 

In Randall v. Broughton, Cro, Eliz. 508, father and son, 
seized as joint tenants, were hanged together. If the son 
survived the father theson’s wife was entitled to her dower. 
Witnesses deposed that the son shook his legs the longest, 
and upon this evidence the matter was found in her 
favour. Here there was certainly something on which to 
found an inference, but the judges of that day were fonder 
of casuistry than those of our time, and were probably in- 
clined to draw an inference of them were any possible 
pretext for doing so. The tendency at the present time 
in cases of this kind runs rather in the opposite direc- 
tion. 

In 1766 occured the celebrated Stanwia case. General 
Stanwix and his daughter embarked in a ship which 
was neverafterwards heard of. There werethree contingen- 
cies, either the daughter survived the father, the father 
survived the daughter, or both died simultaneously. In 
the first case the representatives of the daughter were 
entitled ; in the two latter those of the father. The next 
of kin of the General obtained a rule (afterwards, on 








argument, made absolute) for a mandamus to the Prerogy. 
tive Court to grant him administration to the father’s 
estate. This was on the ground that, as the next of kin, 
he was entitled to the administration ; and the question 
of the survivorship would arise afterwards, The casa 
was said to have been subsequently compromised upon the 
recommendation of Lord Mansfield, who said he knew of 


| no legal principle on which he could decide it. The 
| celebrated Mr. Fearne composed two opposite arguments 


in the matter, which have been characterised as equally 
ingenious and inconclusive. Nextcame,in 1791, Wright 
v. Sarmuda, a similar case (reported in a note to Taylor 
v. Diplock, 2 Phill. Hoc. Ca. 266 and 2 Salk. 593), in 
which Sir William Wynne, iz the Prerogative Court of 
Canterbury, seems, in the following words, to have anti- 


| cipated the tone adopted fifty years afterwards in Wing 


v. Angrave. He said “with respect to the priority of 
death, it has always appeared to me more fair and rea- 
sonable in these unhappy cases to consider all the parties 
as dying at the same instant of time, than to resort to 
any fanciful supposition of survivorship on account of 
the degrees of robustness.” This case was argued at the 
bar by Lord Stowell, then Sir William Scott. In the 
next case, Zaylor v. Diplock, (ubi sup) decided in the 
same court in 1815, husband and wife were lost in the 
same ship, but there were some survivors from the wreck 
who gave evidence, The evidence was founded upon 
counter allegations as to the health of the husband, and 
wife, and their conduct during the storm. Sir John 
Nicholl granted administration to the husband’s next of 
kin, observing that he was not satisfied by proof of the 
wife having survived, and assumed that both died to- 
gether—he was not deciding that the wife survived the 
husband. 

There were several similar cases subsequently, but 
nothing is decided by any of them, except that the pre- 
sumptions of the civil law in such cases are unknown to 
our law, and that where two parties, between whose re- 
presentatives a question of survivorship arises, have 
perished together under such obscure circumstances as to 
raise no inference of survivorship, administration to the 
estate of either will be granted to his or her next of kin.* 
And the judgments delivered in the Prerogative Court in 
these cases show an inclination to infer that both died 
together—an inference which, however, the Court now, 
at any rate, will not draw. In one case, indeed, that of 
Colvin v. Her Majesty’s Procurator-General, 3 Hagg. 
N.S. 748 (in 1831), Sir John Nicholl is made to say, upon 
an application for administration to the husband (husband 
and wife having been drowned together on the Ganges), 
that “as the prima facie presumption of law was that 
the husband survived, and, as the property was small, 
the decree might pass.” But this case cannot be ac- 
cepted as an authority for any presumption of law as to 
males surviving females. Nearly all the cases have been 
administration cases, and the administration to the 
husband having commonly been granted to his next of 
kin, the contest would be yet to come, and it. would seem 
that tho parties have ever, in the absence of legal pre- 
ponderance on either side, come to a compromise, which 
is undoubtedly the best thing parties cun do in similar 
cases. In 1842 a case of this description came before the 
late Lord Justice Knight Bruce, then Vice-Chancellor 
Bruce. The question was as to the survivor of two 
brothers, one master and the other second mate of a ship, 
which sailed from Demerara, and was never afterwards 
heard of, The Vice-Chancellor said that, if necessary 
he should have been prepared to hold, having regard to 
the age and condition in life of the brothers, that one, 
whom he named, survived the other; it was, however, 
unnecessary to have a decision upon that point. The 
fund here was small. The latest case is that of Wing v. 
Angrave, above mentioned. There, a husband, his 
wife, and their two children, perished at sea together, 





* See also Williams v. Wood, 1859, reported in Dodd & 
Brooks on Probate, &., Practice, p. 495, 
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being swept by the same wave from the deck of a 
foundering ship. Much evidence was tendered as to the 
relative robustness of the parties, and also a large amount 
of medical evidence as to the time which would elapse 
before persons of different sex, age, and strength would 
perish by asphyxia. The husband was a robust man and 
a good swimmer, while the wife was weakly and not able 
toswim. Lord Campbell, Lord Cranworth, Lord Wens- 

and Lord Chelmsford held that there was no evi- 
dence to justify any presumption of survivorship. And 
this case determines finally that the onus probandi is on 
the party who founds a claim upon a particular hypothe- 
sis of survivorship to prove its truth, and that not only 
isthe Court reluctant to found an inference upon evi- 
dence of the comparative robustness, &c., of the parties— 
evidence which at the best could only lead to a conjec- 
ture—but that, in the absence of a preponderance of evi- 
dence in support of either inference of survivorship, it 
does not infer that the parties perished at the same 
moment. 

A further point, to which we have already alluded, 
was also involved in. this case. The wife was entitled, 
with a power of appointment, to certain property. She 
made a will appointing the property to her husband, and 
in case he should “die in her lifetime,’ over to W. W. 
The husband’s will gave all his property to his wife, and 
in case she should “ die in his lifetime,” over to W. W., 
who was thus entitled upon either hypothesis of survivor- 
ship. Their Lordships held (Lord Campbell dissentiente) 
that neither hypothesis being proved, W. W. was alto- 
gether excluded from taking. It was considered, carry- 
ing out the principle laid down by Lord Eldon in Chol- 
mondeley v. Clinton, Turner & Russ. 117, that W. W. 
could not “club” his two rights together as against 
those claiming in default of his taking; and it was also 
considered that, though the intention of the husband and 
wife was clear, the Court could not venture to give effect 
to that intention without violating the rule which per- 
mits it to construe wills but not to make them. Upon 
this point Lord Campbell differed from the rest of the 
Court, and in a class of cases so isolated, and compara- 
tively speaking, so small, there was little temptation to 
what mathematicians would call “ formality of rigour.” 
The decision, however, was the other way, and it was a 
decision by the House of Lords. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
EFFECT OF THE POSSESSION OF TITLE DEEDS ON THE 
PRIORITIES OF EQUITABLE MORTGAGEES, 
Layard v. Maud, V.0.M., 15 W. BR. 897. 


Until by a considerable extension of the system of 
registration, of which the Registration of Title Act may 
be looked upon as an instalment, the ownership of and 
incumbrances on real estate are rendered easily ascer- 
tainable, and the transactions necessary to effect mort- 
gages of it simplified, the best advice we can give to 
persons about to lend money on the security of land is 
“Look sharp after the title deeds.” It is true that a legal 
mortagee will seldom be postponed to an equitable in- 
cumbrancer on the ground that the latter has possession 
of the deeds, and that for that purpose fraud or gross 
negligence, amounting to fraud, must be shown in the 
conduct of the former, but if the person holding the deeds 
has obtained them for value he will generally be allowed 
to retain them ; and as between equitable incumbrancers 
the possession of the deeds may, as both Rice v. Rice 
2 W. R. 139, 2 Dr. 73, and the above case shows, be very 
material. The Vice-Chancellor indeed, in Legard v. 
Maud, evidently inclined to lay down arule that the cir- 
cumstance would, as between such persons, be conclusive, 
but a reference to the careful judgment of Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley in Rice v. Rice, which he professed to 








follow, will show that this is at least a step in advance 
of the previous authorities. 
In that case the truerule for determining priority between 
persons having only equitable interests was enunciated 
as follows :—“ As between such persons, if their equities 
are in all other respects equal, priority of time gives the 
better equity, that is, the better right to the interference 
of the Court,” or, in other words, priority of time is the 
ground of preference last resorted to, and it will not be 
used unless on examination it is found that there is no 
other sufficient ground of preference, so that if B., al- 
though a later incumbrancer than A., has any distinct 
balance of other equities in his favour, however small, 
A.’s priority in time will not avail him. 
In determining the equities of the parties, the nature and 
condition of the instruments, the circumstances and 
manner of their acquisition, and the whole conduct of 
each party must be considered, and it will seldom happen 
that these are so evenly balanced that the ultimate 
ground for preference must be adopted. But neither this 
case nor the other authorities referred to show that the 
possession of the title deeds is conclusive, for,as was said by 
Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, this must depend on the 
manner in which the possession of these was obtained. 
In Roberts v. Croft it is clear that Lord Cranworth would 
not have postponed the first mortagee even if the second 
had possessed himself of all instead of some only of the 
title deeds, unless he had been satisfied of the negligence 
of the former ; and some recent cases before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Wood, referred toin the argument of Layard v. 
Maud, show that in the absence of negligence or con- 
currrence by the prior claimant, the deposit of title deeds, 
subject to an earlier equity, gives no title, and that the 
mere parting with the deeds, or neglecting to take them 
at the time of his security being taken, although a cir- 
cumstance requiring explanation, will not be enough to 
postpone an incumbrancer. In Layard v. Maud, A. took 
a mortgage of some property which the mortgagor had 
agreed to purchase, but of which no conveyance had been 
made to him. On completion of the purchase, and 
conveyance and delivery of the title deeds, the mortgagor 
made an equitable mortgage of the same to B., and de- 
posited the deeds with him. A.’s negligence in not 
giving notice to the vendor, or taking any other steps to 
perfect his security, was considered sufficient to postpone 
his claims to those of B., and from this decision we infer 
that a much less degree of negligence in having parted 
with, or never having taken or inquired after, the title 
deeds, will be enough to postpone an equitable, than would 
be required in the case of a legal mortgagee, whose neg- 
ligence, in order to expose him to such a penalty, must 
have been such as would, in the eye of the law, be con- 
sidered as amounting to fraud. We are sorry that the 
Vice-Chancellor insisted so much on the innocence of B., 
and said so little about A.’s conduct, as we are thereby 
prevented from ascertaining which were considered by 
him the chief features of negligence in the case. The 
rule that where a third person has the legal estate vested 
in him, and is rightly in possession of the title deeds, 
the priorities of two persons claiming equitable charges 
on the property will not be determined or affected by 
either giving notice of his interest to, or making inquiries 
of, such third person (Lewin on Trusts, 5th edit., p. 502), 
a rule open to some criticism, but apparently well estab- 
lished, shows that as long as the purchase in Layard v. 
Maud was not completed, notice by A. to the vendor was 
not essential, and the negligence therefore seems to have 
consisted in A.’s taking no trouble to ascertain the time 
of completion of the purchase, and enabling his mortgagor 
to retain and dispose of the title deeds without inter- 
ference. 





There are three ways of being exempted from the payment of 
tithes; namely, composition, custom, or commutation, to which 
some unprincipled persons have occasionally added a fourth, by 
bolting and leaving the tithes unpaid, to the extreme disgust 
and decided damnum of the parson.—Comie Blaekstone. 
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COMMON LAW. 
Raltway CoMPANY-—-NEGLIGENCE. 
Shelton v. London and North-Western Railway Company, 
C. P., 15 W. R., 925. 

So many cases have lately arisen in which the liability 
of railway companies for accidents occuring upon level 
crossings has been discussed, that the law upon this sub- 
ject is now pretty well understood. When cases of this 
kind are now brought before the Courts it is usually be- 
cause there is a dispute as to the application of the law 
to the special facts of the case, and not because any 
doubt is felt as to the rules of law which govern such 
cases, In consequence of the number of decisions which 
have been given on facts more or less similar to those in 
Skelton ¥. London and North-Western Railway Company, 
it is not necessary to examine the particular circumstances 
of this case, or the judgments which were delivered by 
the Court. It is sufficient to say that the well-known 
principle has been affirmed that when a passenger is 
crossing a line of railway he is bound to keep a sharp 
look-out for trains at his peril. The mere fact that an 
accident happens on a level crossing is not even primd 
facie evidence of negligence on the part of the servants 
of the railway company. Willes, J., also points out in 
his judgment another well-established principle, viz., 
that although an action may be maintained for negli- 
gently performing a voluntary duty, yet no action will 
ule for an entire omission to perform it. 





RIGHT OF Way. 

Williams v. James, C. P., 15 W. R., 928. 

There is no part of English law which is more 
thoroughly technical than that which relates to ease- 
ments or rights over land. One of the most important 
kinds of easements is a right of way, that is, the right 
of a person to walk, ride, or drive over the land of another. 
According to our law there ia hardly any limit to the 
number of different kinds of right of way that may be 
created, There may be a right to walk over land which 
does not include the right of riding or driving over it. 
There may be a right to walk over Blackacre to White- 
acre for the purpose of cutting turf, but not for any 
other purposes ; or a right to cross field A in order to go 
to field B, but not in order to get to field C, lying beyond 
field B ; and there would be no difficulty in multiplying 
illustrations of this sort to any extent. In Williams v. 
James the action was for trespass to land ; plea, right of 
way, and new assignment of excess in the user of the 
right of way. There was no dispute as to the existence 
of a right of way, the only question was as to its exact 
nature. The plaintiff was owner of a field adjoining 
another field cailed the Nine-acres. The owner of the 
Nine-acres also owned two other adjoining fields called 
Parrott’s land. The defendant, who committed the 
alleged trespass, justified under the owner of the Nine- 
acres. It was proved at the trial that there was a way 
hy immemorial user from the high-road to the Nine- 
acres. That the Nine-acres had always been used for 
agricultural purposes. That the owner of the Nine-acres 
and Parrott’s land had in the preceding summer mown 
there three fields, and had stacked all the hay upon 
Parrott’s land. The defendant bought this hay, and the 
carting of it over the plaintiff’s field was the alleged 
trespass. The plaintiff admitted that if only the hay 
mown upon the Nine-acres had been carted, he would 
have had no cause of action ; but he contended that the 
way could not be used as a way to Parrott’s land when 
only a right of way to the Nine-acres was established by 
the evidence. The jury found, amongst other things, 
that the hay was stacked honestly and bona fide. A 
verdict was found for the plaintiff, with leave for the 
defendant to move to enter a verdict for him. A rule 
was granted, and on showing cause the plaintiff con- 
tended that, as only a right of way by prescription to 
the Nine-acres was proved, it was a question of law for 


the Court to decide whether the carting of the Parrott’, 
land hay over the plaintiff’s land was not necessarily 4 
trespass as being a use of tae way in excess of the right 
which had been proved. The defendant admitted that 
the way could only be legally used for the enjoyment of 
the Nine-acres, but contended that it was a question of 
fact for the jury whether the way was properly used 
in the reasonable enjoyment of Parrott’s land, and that 
the finding of the jury was equivalent to a finding that 
the way had in fact been so used, and for the enjoyment 
of Parrott’s land. The Court decided that the question 
was one of fact and not of law. That it was for ‘the 
jury to say whether the way had been used for the 
reasonable enjoyment of the Nine-acres, and that the 
mere fact that some produce not mown upon the Nine. 
acres had been carted over the plaintiff’s and did not, 
asa question of Jaw, necessarily constitute a trespass, 
And the Court held that the jury in effect found that 
the way had been used reasonably and properly as a 
way from the Nine-acres, and that the defendant was 
therefore entitled to have the verdict entered for him. 

The finding of the jury was no doubt somewhat un- 
satisfactory, as its real meaning is by no means clear, 
but the law decided by the Court is rendered perfectly 
intelligible by the construction which was put upon the 
finding of the jury. This case in no way alters the old 
rule that a person who hasa right of way over Blackacre 
to A is not entitled to use that way in order to reach B, 
although the nearest way to B may be across A. Itonly 
decides that in such a case the question whether the 
user was reasonable and proper is one of fact which must 
be left to the jury. This decision is entirely in favour 
of the common sense view of the question, for, in the 
words of Willes, J., “It is impossible to decide in favour 
of the plaintiff without splitting hairs when the case 
should be dealt with on its substantial merits.” 





EVIDENCE—PROBATE OF WiLL—20 & 21 Vict. c. 77, 
: 8. 64, 

Barraclough v. Greenhough, Ex. Ch., 15 W. R., 984. 

We have already commented upon this case (ante 673), 
and we now only notice the decision for the purpose of 
calling attention to the fact that the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber has reversed the judgment of the Court below. 
The point in issue between the parties was the construc- 
tion of section 64 of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 77, which enacts 
that after notice as therein provided the probate of a 
will of real property shall be “ sufficient ” evidence of its 
validity and contents. In this action notice had been 
given of the intention to produce the probate of a will 
of real property in evidence. When the will was put in by 
the defendant at the trial the plaintiff tendered evidence 
to show that the will was obtained by undue influence. 
The question was whether this:evidence was admissible. 
The Court of Queen’s Bench held that it was not admis- 
sible, as the meaning of “sufficient” evidence was the 
same as “conclusive ” evidence mentioned in a former 
section. The Court of Exchequer Chamber have now 
reversed this decision, holding that the probate is to be 
sufficient prima facie evidence of the will, Some ques- 
tion may hereafter arise as to what is the exact meaning 
of prima facie evidence of a will. It would seem, how- 
ever, that this section as now explained by the judgment 
of the Court of Exchequer Chamber renders it unnecessary 
(after due notice, &c.) to prove the formal execntion and 
attestation of the will, &c., but still leaves it open for the 
other side to show that although the will is good in 
form the testator was not capable of making a will at 
all as for instance by showing that he had not a disposing 
mind, 





Reg. v. Sherford and Others, 15 W. R. Q. B. 1035. 


Pook RATE— TITHE RENT CHARGE — RATEABLE 
VALUE, 





In The Mersey Docks Cases (18 W. R. 1069) the whole 
scope of the 43rd section of Eliz. o. 2 (the statute 
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which is still the foundation of the law under which the 
rate is levied) was very fully considered, and these 
are the most important cases that have been decided 
upon this subject for many years, In some respects 
they have altered the law with regard to the liability of 
iy to be rated to the relief of the poor. The case of 
Reg v. Sherford, is an instance of the effect of the 
decisions in the Mersey Docks cases. In Reg. v. Sher- 
ford the appellant was vicar under one induction of three 
parishes, and received the vicarial tithe rent-charge of 
each parish. In two of the three parishes he was ob- 
liged to employ a curate. The question was whether, in 
ascertaining the rateable value of the tithe rent-charges 
there should be any deduction on account of the stipends 
which the appellant necessarily paid to the two curates. 
But for the Mersey Docks cases it was admitted that the 
appellant would be ehtitled to this reduction upon the 
authority of the Hackney and Lamberhurst case (6 W. R. 
867) which raised the same point as that which arose 
in this case, and in which it was held that the stipend of 
the curate must be deducted in ascertaining the rateable 
value of the tithe rent-charge. It was argued, however, 
in Reg. v. Sherford, that the principle of the decision in 
the Mersey Docks cases was opposed to the Hackney and 
Lamberhurst case, and that therefore the latter case was 
no longer an authority to be followed. The Court held, 
in accordance with this argument, that the ground of 
the decision in the Hackney and Lamberhurst case was 
really overruled by the Mersey Docks cases, and that 
they must deal with the case upon the construction of 
the statute of Elizabeth as established by those decisions. 

The most important part of the decision in the 
Mersey Docks cases may be shortly stated in the words of 
the judgment of Lord Cranworth, “that there is nothing 
either in the words or in the spirit of the Act exempt- 
ing from liability the occupier of valuable property 
merely because the profits of the occupation are not to be 
enjoyed by him or by any one on whose behalf he is oc- 
cupying, but are to be devoted to the benefit of the 
public.” 

Following this construction of the statute the Court 
decided that the amount of the stipends of the curates 
was not to be deducted in ascertaining the rateable 
value of the tithe rent-charge, and thus the Hackney 
and Lamberhurst case has been absolutely overruled. 





CustToM—AMOUNT OF FEES. 
Mills y. The Mayor, Aldermen, §c., of Colchester, 15 
W. B.C. P., 955. 

This case is important upon two grounds, first because 
of the point actually decided, and, secondly because of 
the remarks upon the judgments in Bryant v. Foot (15 
W. RB. Q. B. 421), The only point actually decided in Mills 
v. The Mayor §c., of Colchester is, that there cannot be a 
valid custom to require the grant of a licence to do an 
act, because the statement of such a custom admits facts 
which are destructive of its validity. The claim puts 
the claimant in this dilemma that either the licence is 
unnecessary to perfect his right—in which case he can 
have no cause of action for refusing to grant it—or, if 
he cannot lawfully do the act without it, then his claim 
is a precarious one, and therefore not as of right, because, 
being founded upon custom, it depends for its validity 
upon a long series of acts, each of which amount to no- 
thing more than a right to be permitted to do the par- 
ticular act. granted by the owner of land upon which 
the act is to be done upon compliance with certain con- 
ditions, and every such act is therefore an enjoyment by 
the leave and licence of the person granting the licence, 
and not an enjoyment as of right. The claim in this 
particular case was to have a grant from the defen- 
dants of a licence to dredge for oysters in an oyster 
fishery belonging to them, The claim was founded 
upon an alleged custom. The Court held the custom 
to be invalid upon the ground above mentioned ; and 


any claim depending for its validity upon an alleged 
custom to receive the grant of a licence to do any 
particular act. 

This case, as we have said, is also important in conse- 
quence of its containing some dicta with respect to the 
case of Bryant v. Foot. We have already commented 
upon this latter portion of the case (ante 829), and it is 
therefore unnecessary to recapitulate what we there said. 
It will be sufficient to notice that in Bryant v. Foot 
the majority of the Court of Queen’s Bench appear to 
have dissented from the view expressed by the Court of 
Common Pleasin Shepherd v. Payne (12 C. B. N. 8. 414), 
that a legal fee need not be of an amount fixed before 
legal memory, but may be of a reasonable amount, like a 
toll. Willes, J., in delivering the judgment of the Court 
of Common Pleas in Mills v. Colchester, expresses the 
opinion of the Court in accordance with the former judg- 
ment of the Court in Shepherd v. Payne, that a fee may 
be of reasonable amount, and need not be of an amount 
fixed before legal memory. This is, no doubt, a mere ex- 
pression of opinion, and was not necessary to the decision 
of the case, which was rested upon entirely different 
grounds, but it is an opinion which will carry great 
weight with it, not only on account of its being con- 
tained in the unanimous judgment of the Court of Com- 
mon Pleas, and of its being in accordance with the judg- 
ment of Blackburn, J., the dissentient judge in Bryant v. 
Foot, but also because of the authorities upon which this 
view of the law is founded, and the arguments which 
have been brought forward in its support. There is, 
however, at present a clear difference of opinion between 
the Court of Common Pleas and the majority of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench, and until some further decision 
is given upon the question the law upon this subject 
cannot be considered as settled. ’ 





STAMPS. 
Nixon v. Albion Marine Insurance Company (Limited)! 
15 W.R. Ex. 964. 

A special case stated in an action upon an alleged 
policy of insurance, showed upon its face that no 
stamped policy had ever been executed. . The special 
case contained a clause that for the purposes of the 
case it was to be taken as ifa valid policy had been 
issued properly stamped. 

The Court refused to hear the case, apparently upon 
two grounds:—First, because a policy of insurance must 
be stamped at the time it is executed, and cannot be 
stamped afterwards. Theré was in this case no contract 
at all, and the Court were therefore in effect asked to 
answer a question in a hypothetical case. Secondly, 
they refused to hear the case as they would not allow 
the stamp laws to be evaded by giving effect to an un- 
stamped document which ought by law to have been 
stamped. The latter reason would of course apply to all 
documents which require a stamp, the former only ap- 
plies to those which are absolutely void ab initio for want 
of a stamp. 





Bankruptcy Act, 1861, s. 192—-DEED OF ARRANGE- 
MENT—UNLIQUIDATED DAMAGES, 
Robertson v. Goss, 15 W. R. Ex. 965. 

It must now be considered clearly settled, in conse- 
quence of several decisions, that an ordinary deed of ar- 
rangement under section 192 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1861, cannot be pleaded to a claim for unliquidated 
damages for a breach of contract, unless the amount of 
such damages has been ascertained under section 153 of 
the same Act. 

We notice (ante 913)the case of Sharland v. Spence, 15 
W. R. 767, in whichthis point arose, and the same point has 
again been brought before the courts in Robertson v. Goss. 
What we said in commenting upon Sharland v. Spence 
applies precisely to this case, the decision in which 
establishes nothing new, but merely follows former autho- 





the ratio decidendi of this case is of course applicable to 


rities, 
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PARTNERSHIP—ATTORNEY—AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT. 


Re Alliance Bank (Limited) v. Tucker and Another, 15 
W. B.C. P. 992. 


It is well known that the liability of one partner for 
contracts made in the name of the firm by another 
partner depends upon the ordinary rules regulating the 
liability of a principal for the contracts of his agent, 
and not upon any law peculiar topartnerships. One partner 
in a firm is the agent of the others to make all such con- 
tracts as usually fall within the scope of the business 
transacted by the firm. This doctrine applies to firms 
of attorneys as well as to all other partnerships. In 
the case of the Alliance Bank vy. Tucker the plaintiffs 
sought to charge the defendant, a partner in a firm of 
attorneys, upon a contract made by one Tucker, another 
partner. The plaintiffs held a lease belonging to one of 
the clients of the partnership as a security for a debt, 
The client wished to sell this lease, and in order to 
obtain it from the plaintiffs Tucker agreed with the 
plaintiffs that in consideration of their handing over 
the lease to him in order to enable him to complete the 
assignment, the firm would pay the plaintiffs £200 on the 
day ofthe completion of the assignment, and a further snm 
upon a subsequent date. The purchase-money was re- 
ceived by Tucker and paid in to the partnership ac- 
count. The defendant was ignorant of this agreement. 
It was held in an action against the defendant upon 
this agreement that the defendant was bound by it, as 
being an undertaking by one member of a firm within 
the scope of the ordinary business of the firm. 

The defendant argued that the undertaking was a 
guarantee for the payment of a debt for which he ought 
not to be liable, as the giving of such a guarantee does 
not come within the scope of the business of a firm of 
attorneys. There are no doubt authorities which estab- 
lish that such a guarantee, given by one of a firm of at- 
torneys does not bind the firm. The Court, however, 
were of opinion that the undertaking in this case did 


not fall within the principle of these authorities, but 
rather belonged to another class of cases, which establish 
that agreements by one of a firm of attorneys to appro- 
priate money which has or may come into his hands 
in the course of the partnership business, are binding 


upon his co-partners. Wiles, J., says “ Tucker’s under- 

taking was not a dry gaurantee unconnected with the 

business of the firm, but was an undertaking to appro- 
priate what the firm expected to receive, and did re- 
ceive.” 

ConTRACT—RESCISSION—MISTAKE. 

Lord Gilbert Kennedy v. The Panama, New Zealand 
and Australian Royal Mail Company, 15 W. R 
Q. B. 1039. 

No new point of law is decided by this case, but it 
explains very clearly some of the rules with regard to 
the effect of mistake on the validity of an agreement. 
Lord G. Kennedy applied for and obtained a number of 
shares in the defendant’s company, on the faith of a 
certain prospectus issued by the defendants, which stated 
that the company had a contract with the New 
Zealand Government for the carrying of the mails to 
that volony. 

It turned out that this alleged contract was not a 
binding one, and the colony repudiated it, as they were 
entitled to do, on the ground that their agent had ex- 
ceeded his power in making it. Thereupon the plain- 
tiff brought this action to recover back certain deposits 
he had made on his shares, treating the allotment as 
being altogether void. There was also a cross-action 
by the company against Lord G. Kennedy to recover a 
call upon the shares which had been allotted to him. 
The facts were stated in a special case, and it appeared 
that there had been no fraud on the part of the de- 
fendants, although the statement in the ptospectus as 
to the existence of the contract with the New Zealand 
Government was, as has been said, in fact, false. The 





question was whether the mere fact of the statement 
being false gave the plaintiff a right to rescind the 
whole contract and to recover his deposit. The Court 
held that the contract could not be rescinded in the 
absence of fraud. In the judgment of the Court the 
rules regulating the right to rescind a contract of sale on 
the ground of mistake are clearly laid down. “Where 
a horse is bought under the belief that it is sound, if 
the purchaser is induced by a fraudulent representation 
as to the horse’s soundness, the contract may be re- 
seinded. If it was induced by an honest misrepresen- 
tation as to its soundness, though it may be clear that 
both vendor and purchaser thought they were dealing 
about a sound horse, and were in error, yet the pur- 
chaser must pay the whole price unless there was a war- 
ranty, and even if there was a warranty he cannot re- 
turn the horse and claim back the whole price unless 
there was a condition to that effect in the contract 
(Street v. Play, 2B. & Ad. 466). The judgment then 
proceeds to give some illustrations from the civil law, 
which in this respect is the same as English law. Where 
there is no agreement as to the corpus, “as where an 
absent slave is sold and the buyer thinks he is buying 
Pamphilus, and the vendor thinks he is selling Stichus,” 
there is no contract at all, and if money be paid under 
such circumstances, it may be recovered back as being 
paid under a mistake of fact. Again, if there be a mis- 
take in the substance of a thing, although not in the 
corpus, as if brass be sold for gold, there is no contract. 
If, however, a lump of gold be honestly sold as being 
perfectly pure, and it should afterwards turn out to be 
mixed with some baser metal, the contract cannot be re- 
scinded. There is no mistake as to the corpus. Both 
parties were agreed as to the actual piece of metal sold, 
There is no mistake as to the substance, it is gold. There 
is, however, a mistake as to its quality, but this will not 
entitle the vendee to rescind the contract. Of course, 
in all these illustrations, the mistake is supposed to 
have arisen without any fraud. If once fraud be shown, 
the person on whom the fraud is practised is at once en- 
titled to rescind. In all such cases as those which have 
just been mentioned it is competent for the parties to 
make it a part of the bargain that if there is any mis- 
take as to quality, or any mistake of any kind, the con- 
tract shall be at an end, but in the absence of such a 
stipulation a mistake as to the quality of goods, not caused 
by fraud, is not a sufficient ground for rescinding a con- 
tract. The contract by the plaintiff in this case, for 
his shares, clearly came within the last class of mistakes, 
i.e, error as to quality, and therefore he could not 
rescind, 

In conclusion it must be remembered that although 
there may be no right to rescind a contract, there may 
be a right to sue on the representation that caused the 
mistake, although honestly made, if it amount to a war- 
ranty. What we have said must be considered as strictly 
confined to the right of rescinding a contract. 


SHERIFF—MERCANTILE LAW AMENDMENT ACT— 
NoTIceE OF WRIT OF EXECUTION, 
Hobson v. Thelluson, 15 W. B., Q. B., 1087. 


This case decides, first, that the more omission by a 
sheriff to execute a writ of fi. fa., when it was in his 
power to seize the debtor’s goods, does not necessarily 
give a right of action even for nominal damages. 
In order to maintain the action actual damage must be 
shown. It was agreed, in the case, that the rule which 
has been applied to cases of escape on a ca. sa., should 
be applied to an omission to levy under a writ of fi. fa. 
A sheriff is liable to at least nominal damages on the 
escape of a person arrested on a ca, sa., and it was con- 
tended that there was an analogy between the two cases, 
but it was held that the rule applicable to an escape did 
not apply to the omission to levy under afi. fa. The 
second point decided was, that where a writ of fi. fa. has 
been lodged with the sheriff to the knowledge of the exe- 
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cution-debtor, and subsequently the debtor executes a 
deed conveying all his goods to two of his creditors, who 
know nothing about the writ, as trustees for the rest of 
his creditors, the goods are liable to seizure under the 
writ of fi. fa., notwithstanding section 1 of the Merean- 
tile Law Amendment Act (19 & 20 Vict. c. 97), if the 
deed was executed without the knowledge of the 
trustees; notice to the debtor of the delivery of the writ 
being equivalent in such a case to notice to the 


irustees. 

The first of the two points calls for no comment beyond 
the remark that it is far more convenient to hold that 
no action lies uuder such circumstances as those of this 
case without actual damage, than to say that there is a 
pare right of action for nominal damages, which could 
rarely be made use of to further the ends of justice, but 
might often be employed as an instrument for legal ex- 
tortion. ’ 

The second point is somewhat peculiar. By the 
common law the goods of an execution-debtor were 
bound, as it is called, from the date of the issuing of the 
writ of fi. fa., i.¢., all the goods owned by an execution- 
debtor at the time of the issuing of the writ, became 
liable to seizure even in the hands of a person who had 
bought them, if the purchase was{made after the writ was 
issued, although the sale was for full value, bond fide, and 
without any notice of the writ. The hardship of this 
state of the law is obvious, but it was rendered still 
more inconvenient by the fiction which provided that all 
judicial proceedings, including writs, related back to the 
first day of the term in which they were commenced. 
To remedy this the statute 29 Car. 2, c. 3, s. 16, provided 
that no writ should bind the debtor’s goods until it was 
delivered to the sheriff to be executed. Cases of hard- 
ship might arise even after this statute, and it was finally 
enacted, by the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, s. 1, 
that no writ of fi. fa. should prejudice the title to goods 
acquired by any person bona fide and for a valuable con- 
sideration before actual seizure under the writ, pro- 
vided that such person had no notice that a writ had 
been delivered to the sheriff. 

The Court held, in Hobson v. Thelluson, as we have 
already said, that notice of the issuing of a writ re- 
ceived by an execution-debtor before he assigned his 
goods to trustees who were ignorant of the conveyance, 
was the same as notice to the trustees themselves, and 
80 brought such a conveyance as the one in this case 
within the proviso of section 1 of the Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act. One important question seems, how- 
ever, to have been omitted from the consideration of 
the Court. The section requires that title to the goods 
shall be obtained, not only bona fide, but for a valuable 
consideration. 

Now, where there is an assignment of anything to 
persons behind their backs, as in this case, it is impos- 
sible to say that such conveyance is for a valuable con- 
sideration proceeding from such assignees; and, there- 
fore, on this ground, which seems to us to be the 
simplest and clearest upon which the decision could 
have been rested, the assignment would have been void 
as against the execution, inasmuch as it did not come 
within the terms of section 1 of the Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act. If this ratio decidendi had been 
adopted, the judgment would have been, in effect, pre- 
cisely the same, but would have been founded on a 
sounder basis. The result in this particular action 
would not have been different, but the decision would 
have been more valuable as an authority, and more in 
accordance with well-established principles of law. 





MASTER AND SERVANT—ENTICING AWAY SERVANT— 
SEDUCTION, 


not have been worthy of any notice here. It decides, in 
effect, that an action of seduction or for enticing away a - 
servant may be maintained, althongh there is no con- 
tract of service in express and definite terms existing 
between the plaintiff and the alleged servant. All the 
members of the Court were of opinion that an actual 
contract is not necessary, and Bovill, C.J., cites, with ap- 
proval, the words of Bramwell, B., in Zhompson v. Ross, 
5 H. & N. 16, that “in the ordinary case of a person 
living in a house as a member of the family, it is very 
reasonable to hold that the relation of master and servant 
(determinable at will) exists between the parties.” The 
point has often been decided before, and the only wonder 
is that the Court granted a rule nisi for the argument of 
such a question. 





ConTRACT—PRAUDS—SHARES—CALLS, 
Bich y Piwm Mining Company (Limited) v. Baynes, 
15 W. R. Ex. 1108. 

Every action relating to the liability of shareholders 
is of interest now, as questions of this nature have so 
frequently been brought before the courts during the 
last year. We therefore briefly notice this case, which 
simply decides that where an action is brought by a 
company against an alleged shareholder for calls due in 
respect of the shares he is alleged to hold, it is a good 
plea that the defendant was induced to become holder 
of the shares by the fraud of the plaintiffs, that he re- 
pudiated-the shares after notice of the fraud, and that 
he had received no benefit from the shares. It is aswell 
to remember this at a time when so many questions 
have arisen as to the liability to third parties of persons 
who have allowed their names to appear on the regis- 
ters of shareholders. Whatever those liabilities may be, 
the question, as between the company and the share- 
holder who has been induced to become such by fraud, 
is to be decided by the ordinary rules which govern 
other contracts, and therefore the company guilty of 
fraud cannot avail themselves of their own wrong if the 
shareholder desires to repudiate the contract which he 
was induced to enter into by the fraud of the company. 
The plea, however, must state that the shareholder has 
repudiated. 





BANKRUPTCY—PROTECTION—DEBT—FINE. 
Bancroft v. Mitchell, 15 W.R. Q. B. 1132. 

Section 113 of the Bankruptcy Law Consolidation Act, 
1849 (12 & 18 Vict. c. 106) provides thatif any bankrupt 
shall be arrested for debt, he shall, on producing his pro- 
tection in bankruptcy, be immediately discharged ; and if 
any officer shall detain any such bankrupt after he shall 
have shown his protection, such officer shall forfeit to 
such bankrupt £5 for every day he shall detain such 
bankrupt. Section 7 of 43 Eliz.c. 2 enacts inter alia 
that the children of any poor person not able to work, 
being of sufficient ability, shall at their own charge main- 
tain such poor person according to the rate that shall be 
assessed by justice, upon pain that every one of them 
shall forfeit 20s for every month they shall fail herein. 
The plaintiff in this case, a bankrupt who had obtained 
protection, sued the govenor of a house of correction for 
detaining him in prison after the production of his pro- 
tection. A distress warrant had been issued against the 
plaintiff before his bankruptcy to levy £9 for his failure 
for nine months to contribute to the support of his 
mother, a poor person unable to maintain herself. As 
the plaintiff had no goods a warrant of commitment was 
made out, and he was arrested and imprisoned under it 
after he had obtained his protection. The question was 
whether the liability to pay the £9 wasa debt within 
the meaning of s. 118 of the Bankruptcy Act 1849, or 
whether it wasa fine by way of punishment. In the 





Evans y. Walton, 15 W. R., C. P., 1062. 


The question which was argued in this case is one of | 


80 simple a nature, that if the Court of Common Pleas 
had not felt doubt enough to grant a rule nisi, it would 


former case he would have been entitled to succeed in 
this action, in the latter he would have no course of action 


! gt all. The court held that not to support a poor impotent 
mother, when a son has the ability to doso, is a crime moral 
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and statutable. “It was a moral duty before and the statute 
made it a legal duty,and therefore the process isa criminal 
process.” It followed from this view of the case, that 
the plaintiff was not entitled to recover in this action. 
There might certainly have been some doubt as to the 
real nature of such process before this decision, and 
even now it is to be regretted that the judgment of 
Blackburn, J., seems to depend to a certain extent upon 
the fact that the plaintiff had been guilty of a “ moral 
crime.” Nothing is more dangerous than to make 
legal decisions rest upon such a ground as this. Morality 
as morality ought not to be considered in the adminis- 
tration of law, which ought to be promulgated in accord- 
ance with the rules of positive law alone. The Legis- 
lature ought to consider the rules of morality in framing 
laws, but those laws when once in force ought to be 
administered by the Courts without reference to any 
other rules than those embodied in the whole body of 
the law of the country. 


DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL. 
LEGITIMACY DECLARATION ACT. 
In the matter of the application of J. C. F. Chaplin, 
15 W. R. 1043. 

A curious question arose in this case as to the scope of 
the Legitimacy Declaration Act (21 & 22 Vict. c. 93). 
This statute enables persons to take certain proceedings 
for the purpose of having their legitimacy delared. An 
application under the Act was made by the uncle of 
an infant of tender years to be appointed guardian ad 
litem for the purpose of establishing the child’s legiti- 
macy. It appeared that the uncle only proposed to put 
in evidence the registration of the child’s birth, and so 
give the reputed father an opportunity of disproving the 
child’s legitimacy. The uncle was next heir to the 
reputed father if the child should be declared illegitimate 
It was admitted that the proceedings were really for 
the purpose of having the child declared illegitimate. 
Wilde, J. O., held that the court would not give any 
facilities to such an attempt, as the proceedings in this 
case were not within the scope of the Legitimacy 
Declaration Act. The application was therefore refused. 








REVIEWS. 


The Charitable Trusts Acts ; together with the Statute law 
and Cases affecting Charitics. By Hucu Cooxr and 
H. G. Harwoop. London : Stevens & Haynes. 

_ This is an unpretending little work, but one which seems 
likely to prove useful. 1t comprises all the statutes, bound 
together and furnished with cross references in the nature of 
a concordance, the Charity Commissioners’ minutes rela- 
tive to proceedings under the Charitable Trusts Acts, 1860, 
about forty pages of notes of cases arranged under proper 
headings, and a few precedents. There is also an index 
which seems carefully compiled. The work seems to us one 
nt ys oy to prove handy and serviceable to the practi- 

ioner. 


Notes on the “* Representation of the People Act, 1867.” By 
Tomas CutsHoLm ANsTEY, Barrister-at-Law. London : 
Ridgway and Davis & Son. 

_ This work contains much useful information and not a 
little curious learning. The author has not been contented 
to follow the idle way of editing an Act of Parliament by 
merely printing the sections in their order with a barren 
commentary on each ; he has entered into the constitu- 
tional history of electoral privileges, and fully illustrated 
the. new law by reference to the old. The matter of the 
hook is well classified, but it would have been well had the 
transitions from one subject to another been more clearly 
indicated by the printer. 

The ‘‘ notes” on the Act occupy about half the volume. 
The remaining space is filled by the text of the Act as it is, 
the “bill” as it was, and several appendices relatin 
to the subjects of the franchise and rating. In them wi 
be found two interesting Parliamentary returns, containing 





an account of the nature of the suffrage in England previous 
to the year 1832, aud the number of voters eagetle of being 
classed as artisans, mechanics, or labourers, who were then 
on the register. There are also two long appendices show. 
ing the number of persons in Parliamentary boroughs occupy. 
ing premises above and below a specified e, £6 or £7, 
as the case may be. But as no “hard and fast” line of any 
kind has been fixed by the new Reform Act, these particu- 
lars are scarcely worth attention. Mr. Anstey’s book has 
gained little besides bulk by their insertion. 





COURTS. 


Nov. 2.—This being the first day of Michaelmas term, 
the Lord Chancellor entertained the Judges, Queen’s Counsel, 
&c., at breakfast at his private residence. His Lordship 
arrived in state at Westminster Hall, accompanied by the 
Master of the Rolls, the Lords Justices of Appeal, and Vice. 
Chancellor Wood. 


ee 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 

Nov, 2.—Reese River Silver Mining Company (Limited), 
—Dickenson, Q.C., made an application ex parte under 
the following eircumstances:— Lord Romilly had con. 
sidered certain moneys paid by the directors for ‘‘pro- 
motion ’’ improperly applied, and ordered some members 
of the board to refund the money so parted with, 
Owing to a slip of the solicitor, the appeal was not 
made within the three weeks which the Aet prescribes, 
but upon application to the Lords Justices their Lord- 
ships gave leave to serve a notice of motion for leave 
to appeal before the Long Vacation. The client being 
in a distant part of Wales, there was not time to serve the 
notice of motion before the Courts rose, and as the Lords 
Justices did not sit on the first day ef Term, hence the 
present application for leave to give the notice. 

Lord CuEtmsrorD, C., after stating that the Lords Jus- 
tices had already had the application before them, gave the 
leave asked for, but directed the application to be made 
to the Lerds Justices, 


Troup v. Ricardo.—This was an appeal by Mr. 
James Troup, the plaintiff in the suit (who has died since 
the hearing of the cause), from a decree of the Master of the 
Rolls. The bill was filed for the purpose of setting asidea 
sale made in the year 1855 of some property belonging to 
the plaintiff, situate in Warrior-square, tings, and also 
of re-opening a mortgage account which had been taken 
against the plaintiff in a suit for a foreclosure of some of the 
property. In 1853 a vesting order of the plaintiff’s property 
was made by the Insolvent Debtors’ Court on the petition 
of a creditor. During the proceedings in the insolvency the 
mortgaged portion of the estate was foreclosed, and the 
whole estate, subject as to a portion to the mortgage, was 
sold to some of the defendants in the suit. The plaintiff 
subsequently applied the Commissioner of Insolvency for a 
revesting order, which was refused, except on the terms of 
the plaintiff signing an undertaking confirming the acts of 
the assignee, and this bill was filed against the mhortgagees, 
the purchasers, the assignee and the solicitor, asking a de- 
claration that the sale was fraudulent, and had been effected 
at an enormous undervalue. The Master of the Rolls made 
the decree (now under appeal), by which the bill was 
dismissed with costs as against the mortgagees and the 
assignees, but directed certain issues to be tried at law with 
respect to the validity of the sale. Upon the death of Mr. 
Troup before the Long Vacation, a motion had been made to 
dismiss the bill as against two of the defendants, unless it 
should be revived within three months. This application, 
however, was dismissed with costs, and the Lord Chance lor 
said that he could deliver judgment without the suit being 
revived, 

The Solicitor-General, Jessel, and Downing Bruce, appeared 
in support of the appeal; Sir R. Palmer, Q.C., Baggallay, 

.C., Southgate, rs C., Lewin, Martineau, Darby, and 
Langley for the respondents. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR now delivered judgment, and 
after observing that the fact of the abatement of the suit by 
the death of the plaintiff did not prevent the prosecution of 
the decree, went fully into the circumstances of the case, 
and said that it appeared to him that the plaintiff had failed 
to establish any ground for setting aside the sale. Looking 
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also at the delay which had occurred before the filing of the 
bill, he thought that the Master of the Rolls, instead of 
directing the issues to be tried, ought to have dismissed the 
pill at once with costs. The appeal and the bill must be 
dismissed with costs. 


Platt v. Walter—Walter v. Platt.—The Lord Chancellor 
also gave hag sie on these appeals. The cases are rather 
well known, the suit being by the proprietors of the Evening 
Mail against those of the Times. 

The Lord Chancellor said that the facts upon which the 
pill of Messrs. Platt were founded were not in dispute, but 
the question was what was the inference to be drawn from 
them. Difference of opinion existed on this point, some 
describing the Evening Mail as an evening edition of The 
Times, and it was designated as the handmaid of The Times, 
hut these descriptions were insufficient to make out what 
was the real status of the Evening Mail. In its origin it 
appeared to have been established by Mr. Walter, the 

andfather of the present defendant, as an appendage to 
Phe Times, and was the mere creature and depended entirely 
upon his pleasure for its continuance. Some time after- 
wards other persons were admitted, and it became divided 
from The Times, but that step did not in any way alter the 
relative position of the parties. It was contended that there 
was a servitude of the one to the other, and copyright had 
heen talked about as well as goodwill. Although the Lords 
Justices differed in opinion as to whether there existed any 
copyright in newspapers, he (the Lord Chancellor) thought 
it could only apply to matter already composed, to nothing 
future ; and, therefore, all that there could be property in 
‘was the number as printed and published. As to the question 
about separate property there was nothing whatever said 
about Te Times in the grant. It was, therefore, a personal 
covenant, a burden not running with the property. The 
property was separate, and the decree of the ieec ancellor 
must be affirmed, and the appeal dismissed, with costs. 


Nov. 6.—The Lorp CHANCELLOR announced the following 
distribution of business for the Court of Appeal for Michael- 
mas Term :— 

The Lord Chancellor will take appealson Monday, Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday, and will not sit on Thurs- 


day. 

The Lords Justices will take appeals on Monday, Tuesday, 
and Wednesday. 

On Thursday the Lords Justices will take appeal motions 
separately in the two courts. 

On Friday one Lord Justice will take matters in lunacy 
and appeal motions. 

On Saturday the other Lord Justice will take matters in 
bankruptcy and appeal motions. 


eee 


VICE-CHANCELLOR MALINS. 

Nov. 6.—Re the Teign Valley Railway Company.—In this 
matter a petition had been filed to sanction an arrange- 
ment under the new Railway Companies Act between the 
Teign Valley Company and its creditors. 

Kekewich now stated that the 16th section of the Act pro- 
vided that notice of the intended application to the Court 
should be published in the Gazette, and the Court was tohear 
such creditor, shareholder, or other party, as it should think 
proper. But until the orders were published there was a 
doubt what notice should be given. Probably the analogy 
‘of the Companies’ Act might be followed, which provided 
that where the registered office of the company was more 
than ten miles distant from Lincoln’s-inn Hall, which was 
the case with regard to the company in question, the pe- 
titions hould be advertised in at least ioe tara newspapers 
in addition to the Gazette, and the advertisement must 
@ppear seven clear days before the hearing, 

Maurns, V.C., ordered that course to be followed. 


COURT OF ADMIRALTY. 
(Before Sir R. J. Puriimore.) 

Nov. 5.—The learned Judge took the oaths and his seat 
— , but the newly appointed Queen’s-Advocate, Sir 

ravers T'wiss, was, in consequence of his having to attend 
her Majesty, unable to be present. At the sitting of the Court 
to-day the letters patent appointing the Queen’s-Advocate 
Were read, and thereupon— 

The Queen’s-Advocate said,—Perhaps your Lordship is 
aware of the circumstances which prevented my attending 








yesterday before you, but I cannot allow your Lordship to 
take your seat, and appear before you as her Majesty’s- 
Advocate, without offering to you our congratulations upon 
your appointment to a post which has been so long and 
ably filled by your predecessor. *Perhaps it is not too much 
to say that the public are infinitely indebted to Dr. Lushing- 
ton for the rag § and care by which he brought his great 
attainments, and his high legal knowledge, to bear upon. 
matters in this court, upon its transfer from Doctor’s-com- 
mons to Westminster Hall. He has himself raised in his own 
department of law animperishable monument of his reputa- 
tion in that comprehensive exposition of the law of prize, 
applicable to military booty. hile, my Lord, he has laid 
the foundation of a system of law, upon which it will be your 
duty to build up and complete the edifice, in those new 
branches which the Legislature has now called upon the 
Court of Admiralty to entertain, Dr. Lushington has been 
called away from among us by that inexorable monitor—age 
—which warned him at the same time that it relieved him 
from his post, but I am happy to think that it is possible 
we may live still to see him in another court, and it will be, 
I trust, our satisfaction to argue before your Lordship, and 
to experience from you that courtesy which we have always 
experienced at the Bar when we were members mutually of it. 
And I am satisfied that your great attainments in ecclesi- 
astical and international law will enable you to do justice 
to the seat which you occupy, and may it be your good for- 
tune to administer that inheritance of law which Lord 
Stowell has handed down in this Court,—and I ma 
also add the name of Lord Mansfield, for you may be call 
upon to expound those great principles of commercial as well 
as maritime law, of which that most learned and able judge 
has left a record in the reports of Burrows, of Cooper 
and of Douglass. My Lord, I will not detain your 
Lordship or the profession longer from the duties of the 

resent day, but in their name I beg to offer you our congratu- 

ations, and may you be able to discharge the high office to 
which you have been raised with advantage to the public and 
satisfaction to yourself. 

Sir R. J. Pur trmm0Re—Queen’s-Advocate, I am much 
obliged to you for the address which you have been so good 
as to deliver, and I desire to convey to you and the gentle- 
men of the Bar, whom you represent, my sincere thanks for 
the kind tone and manner which prevailed throughout that 
address. I can assure you that 1 was not without proper 
misgivings as to my own competency in the acceptance of 
the important office to which it has pleased her most Gra- 
cious Majesty to appoint me. To sit in thechair of Lord 
Stowell is to provoke a comparison from which men of far 
greater knowledge and ability than myself might not unrea- 
sonably shrink, and I am well aware that my immediate 
predecessor, Dr. Lushington, whose encomium you have 
just pronounced, and with which I most fully and entirely 
agree, has by the variety and extent of his legal knowledge, 
his great command of language, his unwearied assiduity, 
and his never-failing courtesy, set an example which renders 
the task of a successor one of no ordinary difficulty. But I 
recollected at the same time that I should be assisted in the 
administration of justice in this court, not only by theable ad- 
vice of skilled nautical assessors, but by the Bar, by advocates 
who in the conduct of a suit before me would never forget 
that they were gentlemen, and who well knew how tore- 
concile the most fervent zeal for their clients with respect 
for themselves and acknowledgment of their duty to the 
Court. It is, Queen’s-Advocate, relying ‘upon the main 
tenance of honourable feeling between the Bar and the Bench, 
andon the full co-operation of the bar in the administration of 
justice, that I hope to be enabled to discharge adequately 
the duties of the high and important office to which I have 
been called. I thank you, Queen’s-Advocate, and | thank 
you, gentlemen, for the honour which you have done me, 


— The Jeff. Davis—Proctor’s lisn for ~ costs.—This 
was a wages suit brought against the vessel by her master. 
Appearances were entered on behalf of mortgagees in pos- 
session, and of the owner. The vessel was subsequently sold 
at the instance of the mortgagees, and the proceeds of the 
sale, amounting to £669 6s. 4d., were brought into court, 
when the judge directed the sum of £105 6s. 11d., part of 
the thevib to be paid to Messrs. Toller, proctors for the 
master, as the amount due for wages. It appeared also that 
a judgment had been recovered in the Court of Exchequer 
against. the master by one Brown for the sum of £228, and 
£60 19s. 10d. costs, and a caveat on his behalf was entered 





32 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Nov. 9, 1867, 








in the registry of this Court against payment of any sum 
that might be due to the master in respect of his wages. An 
order nisi attaching the sum of £105 6s. 11d. was obtained 
on behalf of Brown and served upon the registrar of this 
Court, and a copy also sent to the proctors of the master. 
The latter failed to attend at the hearing of the rule nisi, 
and thereupon the garnishee order was made obsolete. 

Pritchard now moved the Court to order that the sum 
now in court and due to the master be paid out to the soli- 
citors of Brown, in obedience to the garnishee order. He 
submitted that the proctors or the master had by their laches 
waived their lien for costs upon the fund, and that the Court 
could not review the order of the common law court. 

E. C. Clarkson, on behalf of Messrs. Toller, insisted upon 
the paramount nature of a proctor’s lien for costs upon the 
sum recovered by him in the suit. 

His Lorpsuip was of opinion that the statute 23 & 24 
Vict. c. 127, s. 28, clearly established the proctor’s lien in 
this case, and that, therefore, he was entitled to payment in 
priority to the judgment-creditor. 

The motion was therefore refused without costs. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 

Nov. 5.—Jones vy. Mantel Sania assessment of 
damages.—This was an action for libel published in a local 
paper, reflecting upon the character of the plaintiff, an at- 
torney practising in Manchester; at the trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice Bovill, at the last assizes there, the jury 
found a verdict fer the plaintiff—damages twenty shil- 
lings. 

Quain, Q.C., now moved to set aside the verdict, and for 
a new trial] on the ground of misdirection. The defendant 
pleaded under Lord Campbell's Act that he made a full 
apology, that the letter complained of was inserted with- 
out gross negligence, and that he had paid £5 into court 
by way of amends for the damage he had done the plain- 
tiff. The jury thought the apology was not sufficient, and 
the Lord Chief Justice said that in his opinion it was an 
aggravation of the original libel. He submitted that the 
jury could not find a verdiet for less than £5, the amount 
at which the defendant himself had assessed the damages. 

The Court thought the jury were perfectly competent to 
give a smaller amount of damages than had been paid 
into Court. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE FENIAN PRISONERS. 


Sir,—I observe that before the special commissioners sitt- 
ing at Manchester the Fenian prisoners were not brought to 
the bar in manacles. It would seem from this that Mr. Jus- 
tice Blackburn does not take the same view of things as Mr. 
Fowler. Though I have not the slightest sympathy with 
the Fenian desperado, I nevertheless felt that the course 
followed by the authorities during the preliminary examina- 
tion was extreme and uncalled for. This brings tomy mind 
the remarks made by you in your able article on the sub- 
ject in a recent number. Though I subscribe most heartily 
to most of your statements in that article, both as regards 
law and forensic etiquette, yet there are a few points with 
which I do not entirely coincide. I trust you will permit me 
as a constant reader of the Solicitor’s Journal which is, as it 
ought to be the exponent of all opinions on legal subjects, 
to express my views on those topics so ably handled by you, 
though I preface them with the declaration that they are to 
some extent opposed to your own. 

With regard to putting manacles on the Fenian prisoners 

ou have no doubt stated the law with perfect accuracy, 
may add very unlike some of your legal coutempo- 
raries who have treated the subject. The authorities you 
have cited in conjunction with your own remarks on them, 
leave it perfectly clear that it is unlawful to put irons or 
handcufls on a prisoner before conviction, unless there be 
reasonable ground to apprehend a rescue. 

Of course in the latter vase the rights of prisoners must 
necessarily for a time besuspended, So far | entirely agree 
with you, but 1 must respectfully beg to differ from you 
when you give itas your opinion that the circumstances 
connected with the Fenian outbreak at Manchester were 
sufficient to justify a suspension of the ordinary rights of 
prisoners, for 1am inclined to think that solong as it was 





possible to make such arrangements in and about the 
court, as would render an attempt at escape or rescue 
utterly hopeless, neither the magistrates nor authorities 
would be justified in the course which was pursued, and 
when I ask myself the question, was such an arrangement 
possible, Ido not doubt for a moment that it was. The 
mere possibility that a rescue or escape may be attempted, 
would not, in my opinion, be sufficient to justify a 
departure faom the usual course of things. Thera 
must, obviously, be reason to apprehend a serioug 
and formidable attempt—one, in fact, which would leave 
no alternative but to put the prisoners in irons to secura 
their detention. This, in my opinion, will become prett; 
obvious if we reflect on the reasons for which the hand- 
cuffing of prisoners in the dock is generally prohibited, 
There is nothing which the law of England has more 
stringently provided for than that every prisoner shall hava 
a fair trial. As incident to this right, the law has estab- 
lished certain rules which must be observed—not merely 
in the letter, but also in spirit, Among these is the rule 
that, wherever it is practicable, the accusers and wit- 
nesses against a person shall give their evidence in hig 
presence. Now, ® man cannot be said to be present, in the 
strict legal sense of the word, merely by his body. The 
mind, with all its faculties, must be present with his body 
to constitute such presence as the law requires. Thus, for 
instance, a person drunk or asleep would not be present in 
the proper sense of the word ; because while & person is in 
that state the mental faculties are suspended. I do not go 
the lengh of saying that the faculties of a person in irons 
would be suspended; but I do not hesitate to say their 
power would—or at least may—be very much diminished, 
Thus, for instance, the power of concentrating one’s atten- 
tion on what is taking place would probably be impaired 
under such circumstances—particularly so if the manacleg 
should cause pain or inconvenience—so that the essential 
element of a fair trial is abandoned when a prisoner is 
handcuffed in the dock. 

Moreover there is a privilege invariably accorded to pris- 
oners, viz., that of communicating by writing (when they are 
able) with their counsel or attorney. This is often a matter 
of the greatest importance : for it enables a prisoner to com- 
municate pehaps a very important fact or suggestion with. 
out having recourse to repeated oral communication, which 
is both awkward and inconvenient. Now this privilega 
is also taken away, for it is not easy for a person to write 
whose hands are tied, 

Besides, there is the objection that the handcuffing of 
prisoners in the dock is calculated to impress the mind of 
the public, and therefore of a present or future jury, with 
an ideu of the desperate chararter of the men against whom 
such precautions were deemed necessary, and thus they 
are, or may be deprived of that fair trial which the En.- 
glish constitution has so carefully provided for, 

These considerations induce me to think that the course 
adopted by the Manchester Police authorities was unjus- 
tifiable, wnless the necessity of the occasion required it; 
and I cannot see how necessity could require it if it was 
possible, as I undoubtedly think it was, to make such ar- 
rangements in and about the court as may render handcuffing 
of the prisoners superfluous. Icannot therefore endorse tho 
compliments which you pay Mr. Fowler on his decision, 
because I donot think it was satisfactory; and the fact that 
the handcuffing is now dispensed with on the trial seem# 
to give indeed some strength to my position, Iam inclined 
to deplore Mr. Fowler’s decision the more as the course he 
sanctioned will be said by many, both in England and 
elsewhere, to savour somewhat of vindictiveness against 
these prisoners. And I fear it has prejudiced the publie 
mind to an extent as to render a'perfectly fair trial rather 
hopeless. It is beneath the dignity of the English name, that 
we should allow ourselves to be frightened out of our pro- 
priety or provoked out of our usual moderation and fair play, 
even by the terrible and exasperating outrages by which 
Fenianism has recently given evidence of its vitality. 
Let us hope, however, that these are but the throes of de- 
parting iife, or, at all events, the convulsive symptoms 
of not far distant dissolution, —J. 

P.S.—What are we to think of the legal knowledge of a 
writer in one of your weekly contemporaries, who states 
that prisoners have no right to be brought to the dock with 
out irons or handcuffs under any circumstances. This 
sapient person states that there is only a usage to that 
effect, but no right. Was he, when he wrote thus, aware 
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the cases of Grifin v. Coleman and Wright v. Court, 
qhich were cited by you ? 

(ht. Fowler obtained the best advice he could get, as to 
the apprehensions of escape, acted upon what he ob- 
nate and was, in our opinion, right in so doing.—Ep. 
$I.) 


AW.—Country solicitors desirous of changing their 

2 Town Agents may do so considerably to their advantage on ap- 
plication by letter to M. P., 107, Fleet-street, London, 

Sir,—The above advertisement has appeared for some four 
qweeks in your paper, ax a subscriber to which I submit 
its columns are not the proper place for such advertisers to 
insert baits for our country cousins. G. F. Cooke. 

3, Serjeants’-inn. 

[We endeavour, so far as we are able, to confine our ad- 
vertising columns to notices befitting the organ of the 
legal profession, and not unfrequently we reject adver- 
tisements by which less scrupulous journals would not 
hesitate to profit. It is, however, impossible to make 
minute enquiries in every case. While we strongly object 
to anything in the nature of “ touting,” we see no a Pass 
to the legitimate announcement of willingness to enter into 
business relations : provided always that no improper terms 
are offered. We think our country cousins are perfectly 
able to take care of themselves.—Ed. S. J.] 








Sir,—I should be glad to learn from any of your numerous 
correspondents what is customary in lawyer's offices with 
reference to engrossing on parchment ; if it is usual for such 
work to be done by articled clerks who have apres oo 


years ? 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Henry JuLivs Brockman (Boyson, Brockman, & 
Pritchard) has been confirmed in the appointment of 
Government Solicitor of Madras. 


Mr. LytTELToN HotyoakE BayLeyr, Advocate-General of 
Bombay, has been appointed Chairmanof the Bombay Bench 
of Justices, in place of Mr. A. R. Scoble, resigned. Mr. 
Bayley is the younger son of Sir John E. G. Bayley, Bart., 
Clerk of the Assize of the Northern Circuit, and grandson 
of the late Right Hon. Sir John Bayley, a judge in the 
Court of Queen’s Bench. 


Mr. Petuam JoserH Mayng, solicitor, of Dublin, has 
been appointed Clerk of the Peace for the borough of Drog- 
heda, vice Mr. William Magee, deceased. 

Mr. Witt1aM CHANCE QUARRELL, of Worcester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in the High 
Court of Chancery in England. 





IRELAND. 
Court oF APPEAL IN CHANCERY. 
(Before the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Justice of 
Appeal.) 

Nov. 4.—At the sitting of the court, the Lord Chancellor 
stated that the Vice-Chancellor had undertaken to hear all 
cause petitions filed under the 15th section of the late Chancery 
Regulation Act before the 15th July last, and the proceed- 
ings upon those petitions would be as heretofore, with the 
exception that they would all be heard by the Vice-Chan- 
cellor instead of being referred to the masters. With rd 
to the 15th section, petitions which had been filed subse- 
quent to the 15th July, they would, of course, be treated as 

meral causes, and would be sent in rotation to the Lord 

ncellor, the Master of the Rolls, and the Vice-Chancellor, 
under the new rules. ‘The Vice-Chancellor had also under- 
taken to hear for him (the Lord Chancellor) the ap in 
the cases of the Commissioners of Carrickfergus, and Burke v. 
Macnamara. 


Court oF ComMMON PLEAS. 
(Before Monahan, C.J., and O’Hagan, and Morris, J.J.) 
Nov. 6—Smith v. Blackburn.—Law, Q.C., applied, on 
behalf of the plaintiff, for a conditional order for a new trial 
of this case, which was tried before Mr Justice George at the 
ast Antrim assizes, when a verdict was found for the defen- 





dant. The action was brought by the plaintiff, an attorney 
and solicitor, to recover , es from the defendant for 
stating that the bill of costs and account furnished by the 
plaintiff was ‘* a great ye of robbery and a downright 
swindle,” whereby the plaintiff sustained special damage, 
certain clients having left him. The defendant denied “the 
speaking ef the words and the defamatory sense imputed. 
The jury found that the words were spoken in reference to 
the bill of costs and account generally, but not in reference 
to the plaintiff in his character as solicitor ; and the judge 
then directed a verdict for the defendant. 

The court granted a conditional order,*on the ground of 
the reception of illegal evidence and misdirection. 


ADMIRALTY CouRT. 

The Hon. Judge Townsend was on Tuesday morning sworn 
in as Judge of the Admiralty Court before the Lord Chan- 
cellor. His lordship will sit for the first time on Monday 
next. ts 

LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 

The following is a correct statement of appointments in the 
Court of Chancery, pursuant to the provisions of the 
Chancery Act, 1867 :— 

Second Assistant Registrar Court of Chancery—W. Peters 
Smith Est, late Examiner to Master Broeke. 

Chief Clerk to the Master of the Rolls—Berkeley White- 
stone, Esq., Solicitor. 

Junior Clerks—William Forde, Esq., late Assistant-Clerk 
to Master Litton; William O'Callaghan, Esq., late Assistant- 
Clerk to Master Murphy. 

Chief Clerk to the Vice-Chancellor—A. T. Chatterton, 
Esq., solicitor. 

unior Clerks—Campbell Moore, Esq., late Assistant-Clerk 
to Master Brooke ; Edward Baker, Esq., late Registrar to 
Master Murphy. gata 

W. G. Chamney, Esq., Barrister-at-law, has been ap- 
pointed by Judge Townsend to be ‘‘ Clerk in Court” to the 
new Court of Admiralty. 

EXAMINATION FOR ATTORNEYS’ APPRENTICES. 

The following gentlemen passed the preliminary exa- 
mination for attorneys’ apprentices, on the 30th and 31st 
ultimo. The names are arranged in the order of merit :— 

John Dillon, James W. Hanrahan, Joshua Peile, William 
Roche, John R. Calfer, Peter Vincent Kennedy, Sidney 
Brown Smith, Hugh T. Sayers, William L. Carson, John 
Smith, John Ogle, James H. Wheeler, John Charles 0’ Meara, - 
Charles William Meyrick, Cornelius John Curtin, Michael 
Dunne, Richard Coppinger. 

At the final examinations for admission to the profession 
which has been just concluded by the Law Society, fourteen 
out of twenty-one candidates passed. Mr. Richard Davoren 
was awarded the gold medal for distinguished answering ; 
Mr. E. N. Blood and Mr. T. J. Furlong were awarded silver 
medals for creditable answering. 


Courr oF Common PLEAs. 
(Before Monahan, C.J., and O’Hagan, J.) 

Nov. 7.—Jn re O’Shaughnessy.—M’Dermot applied that 
Mr. O’Shaughnessy should be admitted an attorney of this 
court under the following circumstances, Mr greg gd 
was, in the year 1852, bound as an apprentice to Mr Fitz- 
patrick, Solicitor, and paid the usual fees, but being unable 
to pay the stamp duty at the time his indentures were not 
enrolled. Notwithstanding this he served as an apprentice 
for beyond the usual number of terms. In the year 1862 he 
paid the stamp duty along with the Lewes prescribed by 
Act of Parliament, amounting in to £162, An order 
had been obtained from Mr. Justice Morris that his in- 
dentures should be enrolled nune pro tunc, but his application 
for admission as an attorney had been refused by the In- 
corporated Law Society. 

pea opposed the application on behalf of the Law 
Society, on the rounds that Mr. O’Shaughnessy had not 
served the requisite number of terms within the five years 
required under the articles. He relied on the 18th section 
of the new Act of Parliament, which requires that a joint 
affidavit should be made both by the master and by the ap- 
prentice, that the time had been duly served, which had 
not been done in this case. Counsel quoted several deci- 
sions in England, showing that there should be five years 
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ccntinuous service under the articles, and that the inden- 
tures should be stamped within the time prescribed by law 
in order to have them enrolled. 

The Court granted the application. - 

At a subsequent part of the day their lordships directed 
the order to be stayed, and the parties to be informed that 
they would wish to hear counsel again on the subject of 
dispensing with the final law examination by the Law 
Society. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE 


AMERICA. 
Court oF Apreats or NEw YorK. 
Louis Guillaudet v. James Howell. 

A voluntary assignment of personalty, valid in the place of 
contract, will not be upheld when opposed to the positive laws 
of the place where the property is situated. 

A firm residing and doing business in New York, made a volun- 
tary assignment for the benefit of creditors, which included 
(inter alia) personal property in New Jersey. By the law 
of the latter state this assignment was void, because it gave 
preferences. After the assignment the property was at- 
tached at the suit of creditors in New Jersey, against 
whom an action was afterwards brought by the assignee of the 
insolvent firm. eld, that the title acquired under the at- 
tachment must prevail over the assignment. 


Action for the detention and conversion of some boilers. 
A firm of Boardman & Co., residing and doing business in 
the city of New York, failed in December, 1857, and then 
in that city made a general assignment to the plaintiff, then 
a resident of said city, for the benefit of their creditors, 

iving preferences. The assignors then had some steam- 

ilers in New Jersey, which had been manufactured for 

them by the defendants, and for which they were then in- 
debted to the defendants. 

After the assignment, the defendants, residents of New Jer- 
sey, sold the steam-boilers under proceedings commenced by 
foreign attachment against the assignor in New Jersey, to 
satisfy said demand. Plaintiff demanded the boilers, and 
defendants refused to deliver them. The boilers were never 
removed from the premises of the defendants, but remained 
in front of their manufactory at the date of the attachment, 
and at the time of the demand and refusal. 

It appeared on the trial that an agreement giving prefer- 
ences was void in New Jersey by the laws of that state. Ver- 


dict passed for defendants, affirmed at General Term of the | 


Supreme Court, in the First District, and the plaintiff now 
appealed. 
e.opinion of the court was delivered by 

Precxuam, J.—The point is here distinctly presented, 
and it is the only point in the case, whether a sale in New 
York, legal there, of chattels situate in New Jersey, is valid 
in the latter state as against creditors of the assignors resid- 
ing there, when it is void by the laws thereof. It is a 
= rule in regard to personal property, that it has no 
ocality, no situs, but follows the person of the owner. It 
is therefore governed in its transfer and disposition by the law 
of the domicil of its owner, by the law of the place where the 
sale is made, withont regard to the law of the locality where 
it may be actually situated ; so that if a sale be valid where 
made, it is valid everywhere : Story’s Confl. of Laws, ss. 379, 
383, 384, &c. ; Warren v. Van Buskirk, 13 Abbott's Pr. K., 
If that be the universal rule, the plaintiff in this case 
is of course entitled to recover. But certain exceptions 
are stated in the books, which seem to be as well substan- 
tiated as the rule itself. One exception is, that such sale is 
not valid in another state, where the property is in fact 
situated, if it contlict with the interests of that state or its 
citizens. 

Huberus lays down three maxims in reference to the 
transfer of property, and the effect of such transfer under 
different governments: ‘ 1st. The laws of every empire have 
force within the limits of that government, and are obligatory 
upon all within its bounds. 2d. All persons within the limits 
of a government are considered as subjects, whether resi- 
dence is permanent or temporary. 8d. By the courtesy of 
nations, whatever laws are carried into execution within the 
limits of any government are considered as having the same 
effect everywhere, so far as they do not occasion a prejudice 
to the rights of the other governments or their citizens.” 
[Quoted in a note to 3 Dall. R. 870.] Justice Cowen, when 





reporter, regarded the rule settled by the cases to be ** that 
the law of a place where the contract is made or to be per. 
formed is to govern as to the nature, validity, construction, 
and effect of such contract ; and being valid in such place, 
it is to be considered valid and enforced everywhere, : with 
the exception of cases in which the contract is immoral or 
unjust, or in which the enforcing it in a state would be 
injurious to the rights, the interest or convenience of such 
state or its citizens;,)’ and cities many cases: Andrews y, 
Herriot, 4 Cow. 510, in note at 511. 

Judge Story, after stating that personal property, by the 
law of England, has no locality, but must be governed by 
the law of domicil of its owner (Story’s Confl. Laws, ss. 380, 
331), and that foreign jurists whom he cites affirm the same 
doctrine, states the exception to the rule substantially as 
before expressed, as adjudged in diffent states in this country, 
and adds : * No one can seriously doubt that it is competent 
for any state to adopt such a rule in its own legislation, 
since it has perfect jurisdiction over all property, personal 
as well as real, within its own territorial limits, nor can suck 
a rule, made for the benefit of innocent purchasers and 
creditors, be deemed justly open to the reproach of being 
founded in a narrow or a selfish policy:” Ibid. s. 390. 

What is injurious to the rights of the citizens where the 
property is situate should be the subject of positive legisla- 
tion, and not left to the discretion of courts : (Id. s. 390), 
and so are the authorities generally in the severnl states 
although the rule is sometimes more broadly expressed? 
Zipsey v. Thompson, 1 Gray (Mass.) 243; Vernam v. Camp, 
1 Green (N. J.) 326 ; Le Roy v. Crowninshield, 2 Mason,. 
157; Fox v. Adams, 5 Greenleaf (Me.), 245 ; Oliver v. Townes, 
14 Martin (La.), 97-2; Cond. R. Sup. Ct. (La.) 606, a well- 
considered case. 

So in Virginia and Kentucky (says Chancellor Kent), under 
their statute Jaws, all real and personal property within the 
state is held to be bound by the attachment laws of the 
state, although the owner shonld execute an instrument in 
controle of it at his domicil abroad. The rule of courtesy 
is held to be overruled by positive law: 2 Kent, 407 ; Bishop 
v. Halcomb, 10 Conn. 444. Such I believe is the rule oflaw 
in all of the states where the law has been adjudicated, 
except perhaps South Carolina, The case refered to as an 
authority in South Carolina, of Green v. Mowry, 2 Bailey’sR. 
163, I have not been able to find, except a statement of its 
decision in a note in 2 Kent, 408, Whether it applied to 
moveables or to a chose in action is not stated. 

The exception is fully recognised by Lord Loughborough 
in Lill v. Warswick, 1 Hen. Bl. 693, and by the reporter in 

iving the course of reasoning of the judge in the Exchequer 

‘hamber, in Philips v. Hunter, 2 Hen. Bl, 405. Bankrupt 
laws, it is now generally held in this country, do not operate: 
extra-territorially. But in the case at bar, it is a question 
of a conflict of laws. By the law of New Jersey it is void 
as to creditors. The law of this state is of course invalid 
as a mere law in New Jersey ; it cannot operate there except 
by comity or courtesy, and as to property actually situate in 
New Jersey, that state has the conceded right to legislate. 
She may declare what shall transfer the title as against her 
citizens, creditors of the assignor, The property is within 
her exclusive jurisdiction. She protects and regulates it. 
Though we may differ as to the police or principles of her 
laws, we must admit their validity. In all the books it is 
conceded that real property must be transfered according to 
the law of its locality, because it is subject to the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the government of its locality, and because 
every legal remedy in regard to it must be sought there. 
This is not a case of priority of title, but of conflicting title.. 
The law of New York holds this sale valid, as to all property 
which her laws can regulate. Her laws are of no force in 
New Jersey, as laws, but by comity they are enforced as to 
a tranfer of personal property, valid here except where 
injurious to her citizens there. There is not a decision in 
this state against this position, although there are some 
— dicta that would permit a different construction. 

f the fact accorded with fiction, and the property were, in 


fact, within the state when the roy cya was made, the 
i 


title would pass, and it would-not-be liable to foreign attach- 
ment, though afterward found in New Jersey. 

This court, in Warren vy. Van Buskirk, supra, has held 
that this action would lie if the defendants had been residents 
of our state when the assigninent was made, and therefore 
subject to its laws. So are the decisions generally in other 
states: Bullock v. Taylor, 16 Pick. 885. 

The Supreme Court in the Third District, at general Term, 
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lately held that the exception did not extend to a debt due 
from a resident in Connecticut to a resident in this state ; 
but thatan assignment thereof, valid here, though invalid 
there by her laws, ought to be held valid there; also even as 
against residents of Connecticut, because a debt is not a cor- 

us capable of local position, but merely a jus incorporeale, 
Be Thurman v. Stockwell, decided in 1865, which is sustain- 
ed by two other decisions of precisely the same character. 
In Speed v. May, 17 Penna. State Rep. 91, it was held that 
an assignment of a chose in action due from a resident in 
Pennsylvania, legally made in Maryland, was valid in Penn- 

lyania, although the general assignment which included the 
claim was not recorded as required by the law of the latter 
state. So in Caskie v. Webster, 1 Wallace, Jr. 131, Mr. 
Justice Grier made a like decision. Thurman v. Stockwell 


made a distinction between debts and moveable assigns. In | 


Caskie v. Webster the judge remarked : ‘‘ A debt is a mere 
incorporeal right. It has no situs and follows the person of 
the owner.” But he did not base his decision on that dis- 
tinction. Ina very brief opinion he seemed impliedly to 
admit that the law was against his decision as to personal 
property as between different nations; but he did not think 
that the different states of this Union are to be regarded as 
a general thing, in the relation of states foreign to each other. 
With deference, I think the doctrine on this subject to be 
well established the other way. See cases before cited, and 
Hoyt v. Thompson, 19 New York, 226; Hemmon v. The 
People, 20 Id. 602. 

This court has recognised the distinction as to a situs 
between debts and moveables—the latter being capable of 
having a situs, not the former, as they follow the domicil of 
the ower: People v. Commissioners of Taaxes, 23 New York, 
224. It is insisted that great embarrassment will occur if a 
transfer of moveables must be made according to the law of 
its situs, as it is not expected that persons will know the 
laws of a foreign country. This difficulty is rather imagi- 
nary than real. The transfer is always held valid for all 
general purposes, with the exception before stated. There 
would seem to be no great injustice in holding that move- 
ables in one state, which have probably been a ground of 
their owners obtaining credit there, should not be transferred 
to another state to pay foreign debts, leaving local debts 
pees unless it be done in accordance with the law of their 

ity. 

I know no decision anywhere that would sustain this 
action. The cases before cited of Thurman y. Stockwell, 
Speed v. May, and Caskie v. Webster, are, I think, sound 
law. A chose in action cannot surely be said to have any 
actual situs in the place where the debtor resides. Asa 
general principle, it is payable at the residence of the credi- 
tor if not expressed otherwise, and a tender to be good must 
be made to the creditor. There would seem, therefore, to be 
no sound basis for the debtor’s state to legislate exclusively 
as to the legality of a transfer of that debt made by a 
foreign creditor. In such case, as in all others, where the 
property transferred does not actually lie within the jurisdic- 
tion of another government, a sale of a contract valid where 
made is valid everywhere. 

The exception that the contract cannot be enforced if it be 
“immoral or unjust,” will and should be rarely if ever heeded 
between civilized nations. Every civilized nation should be 
the sole and exclusive judge of what is moral and just in her 
legislation upon matters conceded to be within her exclusive 
jurisdiction. This state has forbidden the taking of more 
than at the rate of seven per cent. interest by the severest 
penalties. Lotteries, though once allowed for literary or 
religious purposes are now declared a nuisance. So of 
slavery, once sustained, but now prohibited in every state 
ofthe Union. Yet a note given for slaves, or lottery tickets, 
or usurious by law if made here, if valid by the laws of 
= country where made and payable, would be sustained 
ere. 

It would, I admit, be more harmonions with the general 
principle that personal property has no situs, and practically, 
perhaps, more convenient to hold that a sale of moveables, 
valid where made, should be valid everywhere. But in 
addition to the objection thereto already stated, suppose 
the laws of the states differ, as they sometimes do, as to what 
1s personal and what is real property, could it be pretended 
that a sale here, without deed, of what our law calls personal 
and the law of New Jersey declares to be real estate, actually 
located there, would pass the title to the property there ? 

Whatever may be our views as to what the law ought to 


be in cases like the one at the bar, the decisions, harmo- 





nizing too with elementary writers, are too uniform and too 
numerous to warrant us in overruling them. Should we do 
so, and hold the defendant responsible in this case, we should 
be in antagonism with nearly every state in the Union, if not 
with all—upon a question, too, which each state has the 
right to decide for itself, and generally to enforce its decision ; 
and as a general thing our decision the other way would 
remain a lifeless rule, without our having the least power 
to enforce it. 
We think the judgment should be affirmed. 





Districr Court, PHILADELPHIA. 
Steamship Company v. Murphy. 
Subseribers to stock of a company before it was incorporated: 
may be sued for such subscription by the corporation, 
Case stated. 
Opinion by Sharwood, P. J. 

e question intended to be raised in the case stated is 
this, whether a subscription made to the stock of a company 
before it was incorporated, but intended to be, is binding on 
the subscribers, and may be sued on afterwards by the cor- 
poration? The case of the Strasburg Railroad Co. v. Eehter- 
nacht, 9 Harris, 220, seems to decide that such a subscription 
is not binding. That was a billin equity, and though in the 
opinion this doctrine is unequivocally affirmed, yet the decision 
is ultimately placed on the ground that the remedy at law, if 
the contract was valid, was full, complete, and adequate. It 
is certainly not proper for an inferior court to overrule the 
decisions of the Supreme Court, however wrong they may 
consider them. But we are not bound to conform to mere 
opinions expressed where the judgement of the superior 
tribunal is placed on other grounds. The objections 
advanced to the validity of the contract are two, first, that 
the corporation plaintiffs were not in esse at the time of the 
contract and therefore there were not two parties; and, second, 
that there was no consideration. ‘ Neither-of these objections 
seems tenable. The contract of the subscribers-was with 
each other, and nothing seems plainer or better settled than 
that their mutual promises to contribute to a common object 
formed a perfectly valid and sufficient consideration. Though 
the agreement of one creditor, not under seal, to accept less 
than the full amount of his debt in full satisfaction is without 
consideration, yet if two or more creditors join in sucha transac- 
tion it is binding upon them. The whole doctrine of com- 
position with creditors rests upon this basis. It is entirely 
unnecessary to load this opinion with the legion of cases 
which might be cited to sustain it. When the company 
contemplated by the subscription paper became incor-- 
porated by the Legislature, it became the legal represen- 
tative of all the subscribers to the stock, and invested with 
the power to enforce the contract, which, as we have seen, 
was perfectly valid between the subscribers. The defendants 
recognized this by a payment on account of their subscription 
to the plantiffs, and accepted a receipt specifying the same to 
have been made on account of their subscription to the stock 
of the company, There are several subsequent cases in the 
Supreme Court, which, although they do not refer to and 
overrule the case of the Strasburg Co. v. Echternacht, affirm 
and adopt the principles which we have stated. Edinboro 
Academy v. Robinson, 1 Wright, 210, was an action at law 
on asubscription paper, for building an academy, which was 
afterwards incorporated, and the court below having instruc- 
ted the jury that as between the corporation and the subscri- 
bers there existed no privity of contract the suit could not 
be sustained, their judgment was reversed on this ground. 
Strasburg v. Echternacht was neither cited by counsel nor 
referred to by the court. But each of the grounds assumed 
in that case, is taken up and disposed of in the opinion.” ‘The 
subscription of each,” said Chief Justice Lowrie, ‘* became a 
contract by such associate with his fellows in consideration 
of similar contracts by them to contribute to the common 
fund the amount subscribed by him.” ‘*The court below 
was in error in deciding that the action was improperly 
brought in the name of the association in its corporate form. 
The decision ought to have been that if the association did 
organize themselves by legal incorporation, then the eorpo- 
ration is the organized association and is the proper legal 

rty to demand and enforce payment of the subscription.” 
his is the law as laid down by the last decision of the 
Supreme Court, which we are bound to adopt and administer, 
without questioning its consistency with a former decision 
not expressly overruled. The cases of Erie and Waterford 


Plank Co. v. Brown, 1 Casey, 156, and Bedford R. R. Co. v, 
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Browne, 12 Wright, 29, were also actions on subscriptions 

e prior to incorporation, in which their validity and the 
right of the corporation to enforce them by suit at law was 
apparently taken for granted. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO- 
C ON. 


Tur Law oF PATENTSs.* 

Few cases have occupied the attention of the Courts 
to a larger extent than did Betts v. Menzies, yet, 
after £15,000 had been spent in it, the questions in litiga- 
tion were not settled; and there is little room for surprise 
that the parties compromised it, inasmuch as the net re- 
sult of the two trials by jury, the two hearings in the 
Court of Queen’s Bench, and the hearings in the Exchequer 
Chamber and House of Lords, was simply that it was not 
competent for the Court of Queen’s Bench to enter the ver- 
dict for the defendant pursuant to leave reserved at the 
trial, the jury having (and, as it seems, under the direc- 
tion of the judge) returned a general verdict for the plain- 
tiff. Upon this it remained for the parties, if they would 
continue the litigation at all, to set down the cause for 
trial by jury for the third time, and leave the entire case 
to rest upon the chance of which way the jury might 
happen to give the verdict : for if the Court was not com- 
petent to enter the verdict for the defendant, pursuant to 
leave reserved, because, in their opinion, the specification 
of Dobbs disclosed in 1804 the invention patented by Betts 
in 1849, it is difficult to see the competence of the Court to 
review a verdict upon that point, and to direct a new trial 
if, in its judgment, the verdict was erroneous. 

Young v. Fernie, was before Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart for. thirty days. In order to take the opinion 
of the House of Lords the defendant enrolled his Honour’s 
decree only to find that that learned judge’s opinion upon 
the questions he desired to bring under review was abso- 
lutely binding upon him, being in the nature of a verdict. 

In Spencer v. Jack a verdict had been returned for the 
plaintiff on the trial of issues as to the validity of the 

tent and the infringement, directed by the Master of the 

lis, but his lordship being of opinion that the invention 
claimed was not the proper subject of a patent, directed a 
new trial. After an abortive hearing before the Lords 
Justices, the Lord Chancellor discharged the order of the 
Master of the Rolls, upon the ground that the verdict was 
binding as to the invention, though he held that the defen- 
dant had not infringed, and therefore dismissed the bill 
withont costs. 

Bovill v. Crate was before Sir W. Page Wood, V.C., 
every cause day last Easter term, and so great was his 
Honour’s submission to the opinion of a jury, that he de- 
clined to examine evidence offered in the cause before him 
as to an instance-of alleged prior use of the invention, be- 
cause, in 1856, a special jury had returned a verdict in 
opposition to the evidence submitted to it as to the same 
case of prior user, 

These instances show the serious weight and importance 
of a verdict, but other cases may be mentioned in which the 
verdict has been much more lightly treated. Thus, in 
Horton v. Mabon, Harwood v. The Great Northern Railway 
Company, Brook y. Aston, Ormson vy. Clarke, and Ralston v. 
Smith, the verdict was in favour of the patentee, and yet in 
all these cases the Courts (and, in two of them, the House 
of Lords) held that the subjects of the patents were not new 
inventions. 

Again, in Bovill v. Goodier, after six days trial by a 
special jury of the single question whether the invention 
was new, resulting practically in a yerdict for the defen- 
dant, the Master of the Rolls directed a new trial. It is 
true that the learned judge who presided at Nisi Prius re- 
ported that the verdict was not what he had expected. 

Whilst these authorities seem to render hopeless any 
attempt to state a definite undoubted rule as to the province 
of the jury and the conclusiveness of the verdict, they prompt 
the inquiry whether having regard to the duties imposed 
upon the jury, the verdict ought to be held as of any 





* A paper read at the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Society’s 
meeting, on the 6th ult.,by Mr. W. W. Wynne, of London (formerly 
of Liverpool), 





weight at all. See what is involved in the very first question 
usually left to a jury, viz. :—Is this a new invention? For 
properly dealing with this there must be a clear apprehen. 
sion of the meaning of the language and drawings of the 
Faeroe as interpreted by the judge; a knowledge of 
the machine, a process described by that language and those 
drawings ; and it must be ascertained that the thing so de. 
scribed is a new manner of manufacture within the Statute 
of Monopolies, requiring the most careful and discriminating 
attention to all the instances of prior use and publication 
brought forward by the defendant. Besides this, the jury 
have generally to consider the questions whether the specifi- 
cation sufficiently instructs a workman how to put into 
practice the invention described, and whether the machine 
or the process used by the defendant is the same as was in- 
vented by the patentee. 

It is not to be wondered at, that whilst such tasks are im- 
posed upon the jury, it has become almost a proverb that in 
a patent cause of any difficulty, the verdict is sure to be for 
the plaintiff. 

The feeling of the jury is natural and not a They 
see that they cannot deal with questions properly, counsel 
and the judge during the trial have discussed various points 
of law and some pos 8 questions may have been reserved. If 
the verdict were for the defendant, probably those reserved 

nestions could never be discussed; but if the verdict be for 
the plaintiff then the whole case will come before the Court, 
and no harm will be done by the jury. If indeed the Court 
could and would take up the whole matter, with the aid of 
the light cast upon it during the trial by jury, we might be 
reconciled to the cumbersome and costly form by which that 
light was obtained, but looking to the cases mentioned in 
the commencement of these observations, that is not the 
functon of the Court. It would seem to be the province of the 
jury to apply the perspicuous criterion suggested in the late 
case of Jordan v. Moore. Is the thing patented the appli- 
cation of an analogous contrivance to the same purpose, or is 
it the application of the same contrivance to an analogous 
purpose. 

One result of submitting any of the questions toa jury 
is that there is a want of consistency as to the proper 
questions to be submitted; thus, in Davenport v. Goldberg, 
Sir W. Page Wood, V.C., directed an issue on the question of 
infringement, but refused any as to the validity of the patent, 
and the Master of the Rolls, in the later case of Bovill v. 
Goodier, directed an issue as to the novelty of the invention, 
but refused any as to the infringement or as to the sufficiency 
of the specification. The valine of either of these as the 
single issue for trial, gave the plaintiff a very tes et 
Ordinarily a patentee in conducting a cause has the difficult 
task of showing that what is done by the defendant is the 
very thing which the specification describes to be the invention, 
and that none of the things which the defendant proves were 
done or published before the patent, are the same as the 
invention described. He must steer a course to cover the 
ground occupied by the defendant, but to avoid the ground 
which the defendant shows was occupied before the patent. 
It would seem that the mutual bearings and influences of 
the series of issues usually raised in patent cases must have 
been overlooked when the issues in Davenport v. Goldberg 
and Bovill v. Goodier were directed in the shape they were. 

The commissioners conducting the inquiry into the patent 
laws, by their report of 1864, recommended that patent causes 
should be tried without a jury, unless either party required 
one. I think this qualification ought to be rejected, and 
that the first step to prevent the repetition of such a mockery 
of justice as Betts v. Menzies was, would be the absolute 
withdrawal of patent cases from juries. 

Without the aid of trial by jury the courts of Common 
Law in their present organization would be but ill adapted 
to deal with patent cases, and looking to the insufficiency of 
the judicial staff to cope with the amount of business already, 
any proposal for withdrawing even a single judge to try a 
patent cause for fifteen or thirty days, as in the instances 
mentioned, would not be entertained, far less would be a 
suggestion that the full court should devote so long a space of 
time to any cause, 

This is practically to acknowledge that by withdrawing 
patent causes from juries, they are to be withdrawn from the 
courts of common law. This involves that either the Court of 
Chancery shall have exclusive jurisdiction or that a new 
Tribunal shall be constituted. 

To those who have observed the history of patent causes 
in chancery, the former alternative would be most unwelcome. 
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J have known a patentee to snea sup infringer at law 
and the proceedings to continue until the defendant set down 
for argument the plaintiff’s demurrer to the pleas, and then 
the plaintiff obtained a rule to discontinue the action on 
payment of costs and filed a bill in chancery against the same 
rson. Since Betts v. Menzies was disposed of there have 
a cases in chancery of Betts v. De Vitre, Betts v. Rimmell, 
and Betts v. Neilson, but I have not observed any case at law 
upon that patent. Indeed every patent that has once been 
established at law is tolerably sure afterwards to be proceeded 
upon in chancery if at all. That patentees should be partial 
to that court is not suprising, when we see, asin Betts v. Men- 
siesandasin Bovill v. Goodier,an injunction isawarded against 
the defendant at the time issues as to the validity of the 
patent are directed. But the most objectionable feature in 
chancery is the habit of the court to shut its eyes to any 
evidence in contradiction to the facts supposed to ede been 
ascertained at the first trial at law. The rule appears to be 
well established that no infringer is bound by any number of 
yerdicts as to the validity of the patent in former cases to 
which he was not ostensibly or virtually a party. Yet he 
would be a sanguine man to expect that his trial of the 
validity of a previously contested patent would be conducted 
in chancery mY its own merits as it ought to be. Formerly 
his trial would be of the question whether the plaintiff 
invented an improvement properly described in his specifica- 
tion, and used by him, the defendant: but really it would be 
whether all the former trials were demonstrably wrong. If 
the trial was on scire facias to repeal the patent, the presid- 
ing judge would be wanting in his duty if he did not warn 
the jury that they were not to inquire into what previous 
juries thought of the evidence, or to what conclusions they 
arrived. Upon that form of proceeding the merits of the 
patent and nothing else would be under consideration. 

The merits of the patent ought to be investigated as ‘ri- 
gorously when contested for the twentieth time in chan- 
cery, by a fresh defendant, but experience does not show 
that they are so scrutinised. 

The constitution of a patent eontract was recommended 

the Commission in 1864, and it seems to me that except 
by doing so it is hopeless to. look for any satisfactory ad- 
ministration of the law of patents. Whether there should 
be committed to this court the functions of the Attorney- 
General and Solicitor-Genera] as to patents, and the con- 
trol of the patent office and library, it is not necessary now 
to inquire. My object is to point out the evils which I 
consider prevail in the present judicial treatment of patent 
oases, and to suggest a remedy. 

As I disapprove of the unexaminable and probably hap- 
hazard verdict ef a jury, I should also dislike that any new 
tribunal should be so constituted that its mere decision 
should conclude absolutely the question in issue so as to 
leave the judge without the assistance, and the litigants 
without the protection, of scientific assors, and I venture to 
think that a satisfactory tribunal would be secured in a 
judge, who on all trials in which either of the parties called 
for the assessors, should sit with three scientific gentlemen 
as assessors, to assist him with their opinions as to what the 
patented invention really consists in; how far that has been 
sufficiently described in the specification ; wherein it differs 
from machines or processes alleged to have antici- 
pated it, and wherein the defendant's acts are adoptions of 
the patented invention, 

These opinions should be so stated as that they may 
form part of the materials for the consideration of a court 
of appeal. I do not propose that even the unanimous 
Opinion of the three assessors should be binding upon the 
presiding judge, much less upon a court of appeal. The 
prime object is to enable the Court to ascertain the real 
character, scope, and effect of the invention described, and 
the state of antecedent knowledge. The assessor would not 
pronounce any opinion upon whether the evidence esta- 
blished a prior use of the invention, but only as to the na- 
ture of the matters mentioned in that evidence as being 
identical, and not with the invention patented. 

Lord Westbury repeatedly denounced the practice of 
bringing on for hearing the question of validity before the 
question of infringement had been disposed of. There is 
much to recommend this view, but where can be found the 
defendant in chancery who will be the first to bring on for 
hearing the question of infringement, trusting that after 
that has been found against him he will be allowed the 
Opportunity of going into evidence on the question of vali- 
dity, and trying that question ? Seed v. Higgins in the 








House of Lords, Spencer v. Jack and Curtis v. Platt, bot 
before Lord Westbury, are cases disposed of upon the ground 
of non-infringement, Yet in all of them the costs of con- 
testing the validity of the patents were necessarily in- 
curred, for if they had failed to provide the materials for’ 
the defence, on that ground no opportunity of afterwards 
adducing them would have been available to the de- 
fendant, 

Now I feel very strongly that the cost of litigation would 
be vastly reduced, if on the institution of a new patent 
court provision was made for enabling the defendant to 
require that (without prejudice to the question of validity) 
the question of infringement should be first tried, the case 
of Bovill v. Puina in 1855 is a good illustration of the way 
in which such trials might be expeeted to work, There 
the Court of Exchequer had the question of infringement 
argued, first intimating that if that were decided in the 
plaintiffs favour, the questions as to validity should be 
subsequently argued. The attention of the Court was thus 
concentrated upon the question of infringement, and that 
being found for the defendant, ended the case. 

I understand that in the United States ef America a 
patent mast be taken out for either a process of manu- 
facture, or for mechanism, The same patent cannot 
cover the process of manufacture, and the machine by which 
it is to -be performed, I think this ought to be the rule 
in England, and, moreover, that no patent should cover 
more than one invention, A strict enforcement of these 
rules would go far to render impossible the mistakes 
resulting on the great case of Kay v. Marshall, and the 
late case of Brook v. Aston. The want of them produced 
the decision of the Exchequer Chamber in Lister v; 
Leather, and rendered necessary the limitations put upon 
it in the subsequent cases of Lister v. Eastwood, Foxwell 
v. Bostock, and Curtis v. Platt. 

With a view to that certainty as to the nature of the 
patented invention, which appears to me the first con- 
dition of satisfactory judicial treatment of patent cases, 
I would wish to see it provided that a patentee, on com- 
mencing proceedings, should be bound to lodge in court a 
machine or a model of his invention, if it be of mechanism 
or if it bea process, to disclose some place in England 
where his invention is in operation, so that the defendant 
and his legal and scientific advisers may have ample oppor- 
tunities of inspecting the same, 

In conclusion I have but to express a hope that from the 
members of this society, the evils in the present adminis- 
tration of the law of patents, to some of which I have called 
attention, may receive such attention, consideration, and . 
discussion as may assist the newly-appointed commissioners 
for investigating the whole of our judicial organisation, to 
devise and recommend some means by which may be 
diminished the enormous cost and great uncertainty which 
are the real causes of most of the objections now enter- 
tained to the law of patents itself, 





ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

The fourth inauguration meeting of the members of this 
society was held on Wednesday evening in the great hall, 
King’s College, Strand. : 

Sir R. Pater, Q.C., M.P., presided, and on taking the 
chair, delivered an address, in the course of which he said it 
was with great pleasure that he cotmplied with the invita- 
tion addressed to him by the society, that he would en- 
deavour to advance the cause of legal education by deliver- 
ing an address containing such advice as his experience 
might suggest. In the first place, he invited them to go 
back to the consideration of the position and the duties for 
which they were preparing themselves at this season of their 
lives. Everything must be made relevant to —— 
tions and the means of obtaining them, and the right view 
of these qualifications and those duties would at once direct 
their studies, enlarge and elevate their purposes and their 
motives, and at the same time prepare them for all those 
prospects which no man could foresee. What then was 
their position, and what were their duties? They all be- 
longed, or were preparing themselves to belong, to one 

reat profession, one and indivisible in all its branches and 

epartments, every one of them essentially connected with 
and dependent upon the other. The departments of the 


profession were four in number, and every one of them was 
essential to the very existence of society, and under no con- 
ceivable circumstances could the office and function which 
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they filled be dispensed with. The first and highest waS 
the judicial department. The second department was that 
of advocacy, which in this country was generally, but not 
universally, filled by the bar. The third was the depart- 
ment of conveyancing; and the fourth department was 
that of practising attorneys and solicitors. The articled 
clerks, as their very name indicated, were preparing them- 
selves for the fourth of these departments. All had their 
different parts in a common duty, that common duty being 
the administration uf justice and the application of law to 
the wants and necessities of society. In days of tran- 
sition like these it was worth while to dwell upon 
the office of each in reference to the position of the 
other. The judge was, speaking generally, taken from 
the profession of the bar. But had not the judge 
to trust to the assistance, the integrity, and honour of the 
attorneys and solicitors,as well as of the barristers ? Could 
he well discharge his duties if he did not possess that 
confidence ? It could not be. There were positions open 
to attorneys which introduced them to places of a judicial 
though ofa insubordinate character. The attorney might be- 
come chief clerk of the judge in chancery, or master of 
one of the courts of law, and advising clerk to magistrates, 
discharging the most important duty of administering both 
criminal and civil justice. Therefore that training was 
necessary which, when a man was called to these duties, 
would make him not unequal to the task. To pass from 
the judge to the barrister, the position of the barrister 
would stand or fall in this country according to its intrinsic 
merits. But he saw some important advantages which 
were gained by keeping up the distinction between those 
two branches of the profession. It existed in France and 
in many other countries with the same public benefits as 
here, but not at all events with the same conditions and 
circumstances in the United States and in some of our 
Colonies. He would not for a moment, certainly not upon 
any ground of esprit de corps, or upon any sentimental 
ground, maintain a distinction of that kind if it produced 
@ monopoly unsuited to the wants and requirements of the 
country. If local jurisdictions and summary procedure 
were extended throughout the country, in the changes that 
might take place attorneys and solicitors might be called 
upon still further to discharge the duties of advocates, and 
he had no doubt they would discharge them well. And 
what he would impress upon them was, that they should 
endeavour to discharge that duty in the same spirit in 
which it had been ordinarily discharged by the bar of 
England—with the same independence, with the same 
sense of duty, with the same self-respect, with the same 
respect for the judge, and the same regard for the sub- 
stance of justice. In all their preparations let them remem- 
ber that this was a part, and an increasing part, of the 
duty which the attorneys and solicitors throughout the 
country had now to prepare themselves for, and that it was 
of essential importance that it should be done well, and 
that the preparations for it should be substantial. He now 
came to speak of the separate duties of attarneys and solici- 
tors themselves. The bar stood between the people and the 
judge, but the attorney was in direct contact with the 
people, and brought the law home to the people. He was 
the people’s lawyer, and his law was in the main the people’s 
law. It was manifest that nothing could be more important 
than such a calling. The attorney became the confidential 
adviser, the negotiator ih all matters of business, for every 
class of society which had legal business to do. Attorneys 
had great opportunities for good or for evil. It was not too 
much to say that they had a large part of the property of 
the country in their hands and under their management, 
and they had not only the property, but the secrets of families 
in their hands. They were as much trusted, and trust inthem 
was as needful as in the clergyman or the physician. Of 
course their influence, both in public and private affairs, 
‘was proportionally great. What, then, was their duty? To 
give sound law to the people; tobe skilled in business, 
capable of giving good advice. But, above all, it was their 
duty not to make a trade of law; not to create or foment 
differences and disagreements between man and man, but to 
reconcile aud soften them whenever they could. The 
opportunities to do this were infinite, and he believed that 
day after day they were all over the country conscientiously 
used, There were many occasions on which it was nota 
man’s duty to take advantage of the law. The attorney 
should know those occasions. It was his business to exercise 
a sound judgment, and not to confine himself to the mere 





technical view of legal rights or legal obligations. Then with 
regard to the qualifications necessary for the prosecution of 
the study of the law. These were of primary importance, 
They were of two kinds—moral and intellectual. The 
moral qualifications of which he spoke were these : first, 
there must be a right conception of duty, a duty which was 
in its degree somewhat correspondent to that of a minister 
of justice. The man who would make a good lawyer should 
have a love of justice, should love what is right and hate 
what is wrong. Connected with that was the love and 
practice of truth and honour. Besides these there were 
other qualities, though of a lower rank, without which no 
lawyer could get. on—patience, firmness, temper, tact, and 
courtesy ; in fact, he might say all the qualifications of a 
gentleman. What ey intellectual qualifications neces. 
sary ? They wanted logical accuracy, order, method, system, 
power of arrangement. What was further wanted was the 
power of intellectual impartiality, the power of seeing what 
there wason both sides ofa case, a power infinitely valuableto 
all who had to advise about or to conduct litigation, 
They wanted quickness of apprehension, quickness of 
combination, They wanted a thorough command of 
words, to know what they meant so as to be able to use 
them with exactness, Law was not a subject which 
would admit of loose talk, He would now ad a few 
words to them which were specially applicable to them 
as aclass. Their professional studies were to be divi. 
ded into those which were special, having relation to 
their immediate legal duties, for which they attended cer. 
tain lectures and went through a certain course of exami- 
nation; and, secondly, general studies, with a view of 
acquiring knowledge for its own sake. He warned them 
against too much ‘‘ cram,” against obtaining a mere 
smattering of knowledge to meet a number of questions 
without understanding any of them. He set no value 
on that kind of knowledge which came in at the eye and 
went out by the ear as soon as the examination was over, 
He advised them to read the best books on the various 
branches of law—real property law, testamentary law, 
and mercantile law. He also advised them to read care- 
fully Hallam’s “ Constitutional History of England,” 
Reeves’s “ History of the Statute Law,” Coke's ‘‘ Second 
and Third-Institutes.”. These were beoks well worthy of 
the attention of -any one who wished to become ac- 
quainted with the history of the law of this country. 
General mental improvement, general information, every 
thing that was comprehended in a sound system of gene- 
ral education was of direct and essential importance 
to the lawyer. He was glad to find that this society 
cultivated the art of public speaking, and that it 
held discussions on various legal subjects. There could be 
no better method than this of practising early and obtaining 
those qualifications by which they hoped to succeed in later 
life. If he might be permitted to refer to his Oxford ex- 
periences, he might state that during the four years he was 
an undergraduate at Oxford, he found the advantage of the 
exercise of public speaking in a debating society, and in the 
one with which he was connected he had the pleasure of 
being associated with young men who had since risen to 
great eminence. Amongst them were Mr. Gladstone, Mr. 
Sidney Herbert (afterwards Lord Herbert), Lord Dalhousie, 
Lord Canning, Lord Elgin, the Duke of Newcastle, Mr. 
Cardwell, !Mr. Lowe, the present Bishop of London, and 
Archdeacon Manning. In the education of a lawyer no 
kind of knowledge was thrown away, and the knowledge of 
men and their affairs was as essential to a lawyer's education 
as‘any other branch of knowledge. In fact no kind of 
knowledge came amiss to a lawyer. 

At the conclusion of his address, which was listened to 
throughout with great attention, and passages of which were 
cheered, the hon. and learned gentleman presented the 
Davis Prize, which consisted of a complete copy of Lord 
Macaulay’s works, to Mr. George Lewis (in the office of 
Coode, Kingdon & Cotton). Afterwards a discussion took 
place on the following subject :—‘‘That to render the 
maxim ‘Jgnorantia legis nemini excusat’ just in its opera- 
tion, the law should be materially simplified by codification 
or otherwise, and greater publicity should be given to 
legislative alterations.” ‘The Chairman declared the opinion 
of the meeting to be against the motion. Speakers in 
support of the motion—Rooke Pennington, LL.B.; George 
Lewis; John Charles Barnard.—Speakers in opposition to 
the motion—W. Woodall, LL.B., (Francis Leach); Herbert 
E. Stenning ; Edward Duncombe Eagles. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 

‘Tg the owner of a house entitled to compensation in 
respect of the depreciation in value of the house from the 
vibration, noise, and smoke caused by the traffic of a rail- 
way after it has been opened, ne part of the property 
having been taken by the company, nor any compensation 
received by the owner on any other ground—Brand v. 
Hammersmith Railway Compang, 14 W. R. 129, 15 W.R. 

» 


A the Law Institution on Tuesday last the debate on the 
above subject was opened by Mr, G, Sangster Green (for 
Mr, Kenrick) in the affirmative, and on a division the ques- 
tion was decided in that way by a considerable majority. 
The number of members present was 26, 





THE LIVERPOOL LAW SOCIETY. 

The forty-first annual meeting of this society was held on 
the 5th ult. There were present the following members :— 
Mr. James Thornely (vice-president), Messrs. W. Stone, 
Anthony, Bird, Gregory, Timpron Martin, George R. Roger- 
son, Rowe, Gill, Hull, Garnett, Collins, Collier, W. Rad- 
cliffe, Newton, G. Webster, Avison, Reynolds, Burton, John 
Forshaw, Duke, Paget, Pierce, Maddock, J. Hughes, Hore, 
Ryley, Cooper, Archer, Deane, Morgan, Squarey, Paterson, 
A. ii Wright, Weir Anderson, J. P. Robinson, J. F. H. 
Atkinson, George Norris, and W. Bartlett (honorary secre- 
tary). On the motion of Mr. Hull, seconded by Mr. 
Squarey, the vice-president, Mr. James Thornely, oceupied 
the chair, the president, Mr. Bateson, being unavoidably 
absent in London. 

A most satisfactory report was read as to the society’s pre- 
sent position, past work, and future objects. The number 
of members is now 187, and of these 21 were elected during 
the past year. During the same period 3 had died and 7 
had resigned. As regarded the library, 4,608 books had 
been in circulation during the year, against 4,236 in the 

receding year. The society had also a good balance at the 
fashors. The report also detailed the course which the 
society had taken with reference to the legislation of the 


ear. 
. The Sale of Land by Auction Bill,as originally framed, pro- 
vided that an auctioneer should not make any bidding on 
behalf of himself or any other person, and that in case of a 
reserved price, or right for the vendor to bid, the amount of 
such price or bidding should be stated in writing, signed by 
the seller or his agent, and delivered to the auctioneer pre- 
vious to the sale. The bill also contained a number of other 
stringent and penal clauses, which, in the opinion of the 
committee, imposed needlessrestraints upon vendors of land, 
without having any corresponding safeguard for purchasers. 
The committee therefore petitioned against the bill, with the 
exception of the clause prohibiting the opening of the bid- 
dings on Chancery sales, except in cases of fraud. 
The bill passed into law, and many of the objectionable 
clauses which had been originally inserted were omitted. 
With reference to the County Courts Amendment Bill, 
the committee, after referring this bill to a sub-commit- 
tee, petitioned Parliament in favour of enlarging the power 
to issue a summons, upon which judgment by default could 
be signed, to all casesof actions on contract where the claim 
was liquidated, instead of restricting it to actions for the 
rice or value of goods sold to a defendant to be dealt with 
in the way of trade ; and against the clause abolishing the 
concurrent jurisdiction of the superior courts in actions for 
sums under £20, in cases where the defendant resided more 
than pom f miles from the plaintiff, as they considered 
that it would cause great inconvenience to wholesale dealers 
and others, in recovering small debts due to them, by forcing 


them to sue in the various county courts where their’ 


numerous debtors resided ; and also against the clauses in- 
creasing the jurisdiction of county courts in actions of eject- 
ment. The committee regretted that none of the alterations 
‘Suggested by them were made in the bill. 

During the progress of the bill through the committee of 
the House of Commons, a most important clause was added, 
upon the motion of Mr. Locke, and would, in all probability, 
have passed into law had it not been for the joint action of 
the committee and the Town-clerk, and the exertions of 
Mr. Graves. It was to the effect that, if any action were 
brought in a superior court which might have been brought 
in a County Court, the plaintiff should recover no more costs 
than he could have recovered had the action been brought 
in the County Court. As the County Courts have jurisdiction 





up to £50, the effect of the clause would have been to pre- 
vent any action for less than that amount being brought in 
the Liverpool Court of Passage, or in similar courts else- 
where ; but a compromise was effected, and when the bill 
reached the House of Lords the clause was altered so as to 
affect actions for less than £10 only, and in that form the 
clause passed. 

The committee have since requested the Lord Chancellor 
to afford them the opportunity of considering the new scale 
of costs to be framed under section 15 of the Act, and his 
lordship has referred the request to the standing committee 
of County Court judges for the framing of rules. 

The Policies of Assurance Bill, originally introduced, pro- 
vided that assignments of policies should be by deed, and 
should be stamped. The committee pointed out to Sir 
Colman O’Lochlen, the member who had introduced the bill, 
that great practical ineonvenience would follow from those 
requirements, so far as assignments of fire toe were con- 
cerned, such policies being now transferred (as far as they 
can be) by a simple unstamped memorandum endorsed upon 
the policy, and entered in the books at the office. Upon 
this Sir Colman O’Lochlen altered the requirement that the 
assignment should be by deed, but stated that he was unable 
to deal with the question of the stamp. 

The Admiralty Jurisdiction Bill had been referred to a 
sub-committee, and upon their report the committee pre- 
sented a petition to the House of Commons in favour. of 
so much of the bill as conferred an enlarged jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Admiralty, but against so much as would 
confer jurisdiction upon the Liverpool County Court. 

The committee considered that the judges and officers of 
that court had already sufficient employment for the whole 
of their time, and that the matters to be dealt with by a 
Court of Admiralty were so important, and so often involved 
intricate questions of law and fact, as to require the consider- 
ation of a court where the attendance of a competent bar 
could be always relied upon. 

They also considered that the suitors for whose especial 
benefit the county courts were established, would experience 
great injustice from the delay necessarily caused by the 
introduction of additional business requiring such lengthy 
investigation as that of admiralty suits. 

The committee drew a clause providing for the exer- 
cise of Admiralty jurisdiction by the Liverpool Court of 
Passage within the limits of the port, and also a statement 
in support of the clause, which was printed and circulated ; 
and subsequently the sub-committee, to whom the bill was 
referred, had an interview with deputations from the Liver- 
pool Chamber of Commerce, the Liverpool Underwriters’ 
Association, and the Liverpool Shipowners’ Association. 

At this interview resolutions were passed approving the 
principle of extending the jurisdiction of the Court of Ad- 
miralty and of giving Admiralty jurisdiction to local courts, 
but expressing an opinion that, in Liverpool, the local juris- 
diction should be conferred upon the Court of Passage, 
in which case the jurisdiction should be unlimited in 
amount. 

The deputations afterwards had an interview with the 
finance committee of the Town Council, upon the subject of 
adding the proposed jurisdiction to the Passage Court, and 
they then memoralised the Town Council to give their sup- 
port to the bill. This the Town Council did; but, after 
frequent postponements, the bill was withdrawn, with a 
promise by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to resume it 
next session. 

With reference to the additional judges and re-arrange- 
ment of the legal year—Office of Judge in the Admiralty 
Divorce, and Probate Courts Kill, they had had under their 
consideration a scheme (originating with a member of the 
Northern Circuit) for the re-arrangement of the legal year, 
with three terms, three sittings after term, three vacations, 
and three assizes in the course of each year; and of this 
they approved, subject to certain slight modifications, and 
they communicated their views to the other provincial law 
societies. A conference had accordingly taken place in 
London, the president of this society being appointed chair- 
man. The Government bill was subsequently withdrawn, 
and a Royal Commission appointed. 

The committee had also taken action in respect of several 
other measures, which we have not space to particularise, 
and had presented a petition in favour of the Attorneys’ 
Certificate Duty Abolition Bill. 

The committee returned especial thanks to Mr. Graves 
for the time and attention which he had devoted to the 
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subjects brought under his attention by them, and for his 
active exertions in assisting them to promote the objects 
they had in view. 

he adoption of the 1 9 was moved by Mr. Hull, who, 
in the course of his speech, paid a very warm tribute to the 
memory of the late Mr. Edward James. The motion was 
seconded by Mr. T. Martin, and carried unanimously. 

The following gentlemen were elected by ballot as the 
committee for the following year :—Messrs. Eden, J. Yates, 
jun., Jevins, Paget, G. Norris, Garnett, and Collins. 

The proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the 
chaizman. 





ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Michaelmas Term, 1867. 
[The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.) 

Barnes, SAMUEL.—Frederick Sanders, Exeter. 

BENTHAM, JoHN JoLLY.—George S. Ranson, Sunderland. 

Broox, WILLIAM RicHARD.—George M. Saunders, Wath- 
upon- Dearne. 

CARPENTER, GrorGE Epwarp.—Jonathan Howard, 141, 
Fenchurch-street. 

CHEESE, JoHN.—George De Courcy Peele, Shrewsbury. 

Cuuss, Epwarp Moriey.—Thomas Paine, 47, Gresham- 
house, Old Broad-street. 

Davies, THomas OxtverR—Thomas Morgan Llewellin, 
Newport. 

Forster, GEORGE, Jun.—George Forster, sen., Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Grecory, GEorGE.—George Burrow Gregory, 1, Bedford- 
row. 

Grover, Henry LLEWELLIN.—Montague Grover, Cardiff. 

Harrer, Wi.ii1ams.—Edward Saxton, 84, Cheapside ; 
John Urquhart, 11, Staple-inn. 

Harston, Epwarp French ButremMer.—J. Shaw, Tam- 
worth ; J. Y. Melmoth, Sherbourne. 

Luxton, Henry.—Robert Luxton, Tavistock. 

May, Henry Epwin.—Henry May, 78, Dean-street, Soho. 

Mosely, Maurice Srvciarr.—George Ley King, 5, Ex- 
change-buildings, East Bristol. 
Murray, ALEXANDER JAMES, B.A.—Walker & Twyford, 
Southampton-street ; John Murray, 7, Whitehall-place. 
OLLARD, FreDERICK THomAsS.—William Ludlam Ollard, 
Upwell. 

PARNELL, GEoRGE O’Connor.—Thomas S. Parnell, Bristol. 

Pearce, Maresco.—John M. Pearce, Old Broad-street. 

Pym, Horatio Nosie.—Robert Baxter, 6, Victoria-street. 

RiccarD, Russett Lovis.—Messrs. Riccard & Son, South 
Molton, Devon ; Edward Washbourn, Gloucester. 

Satmon, Henry Rospert.—Fussell & Pritchard, Bristol. 

SHAaw, VERNON JOHN YARDLEY.—Thomas William Flavell, 
21, Bedford-row, Holborn, Middlesex. 

Sworper, THomas Jos—EPpH.—Thomas Sworder, Hertford. 

es SAMUEL.—Thomas Jennings White, 8, Whitehall- 

ce, 

‘Waaveion, Wru1Am Jony.—William Martin Wilkinson, 
44, Lincoln's-inn-fields. 

WitLoveusy, Grorce.—William Henry Cotterill, 32, 
Throgmorton-street. 

Wison, Joun WALTER.—Herbert M. Gibson, Plymouth ; 
George W. Derry, Plymouth. 

Witson, Cuartes Continc.—Richard Munkhouse Wilson, 
Salisbury, Wilts. 

WIsEMAN, JoHN.—Charles Kaye Freshfield, 5, Bank-build- 


ings. 

Bussy, Roperr Witi1AM.—John A. Wilson, Alnwick ; 
George Wilson, 11, New-inn, Strand. 

Coorer, SAMUEL Epwarps.— William Cooper, Tunstall. 

Davis, CHartes Micuart.—Michael Davis, Usk, Mon- 
mouth. 

Fawcett, THomas Cooprer.—Herbert Priestley Southey, 
6, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Middlesex ; William Talbot, Kid- 
derminster, Worcester. 

Gerry, ArTrHur STAUNTON WADE.—Thomas Townend Dibb, 
Leeds ; Frederick James Wise, March, Cambridge. 

JonEs, WILLIAM GaMES.—William Games, Brecon. 

LAMBERT, WiLLIAM Henry.—William Lambert, Exeter. 

Parry, Henry Isaacson.—John R. Norton, Monmouth. 

PiLkincTon, Harotp.—William Radcliffe, Liverpool. 

PRESSWELL, Henry JAnpinE.— George Presswell, Totnes. 








SINGLETON, Epwin.— Edward C. Bell, Kingston- ‘pon. Hill 

SmitH, Joun CuaisropHer.—Thomas D. Calthrop, 8, 
Whitehall-place, Westminster. 

Wricut, WitL1aM Horace.—Samuel Walker, 29, Lincoln’s. 
inn-fields, Middlesex. 

Yoratu, Wituiam Gatwarp.—Richard Wyndham Wil. 
liams, Cardiff. 

(For previous names see ante vol. 11, p. 746.) 
NOTICE OF APPLICATION TO BE RE-ADMITTED, 
Michaelmas Term, 1867. 

Chandler, Benjamin, Sherborne, Dorset. 


NOTICES OF APPLICATIONS TO TAKE OUT OR 
RENEW ATTORNEY’S CERTIFICATES. 
November, 26, 1867. 

0%, Joseph Locker, 3, Ranelagh-grove, Pimlico, Mid. 

dlesex. 

Andrews, Walter George, 2, Finsbury-circus, London; and 
7, New Milman-street, Bedford-row. 

Banks, John Lewis, Kew-green, Surrey ; Croydon ; and 16, 
Leonard-place, Kensington. 

Barnes, Albert, 8, Regent-street, Middlesex ; 8, Chalcot- 
terrace, Regent’s-park-road ; 5, Langham-chambers, Port- 
land-place ; and 25, Granville-street, Pentonville, Middle- 
sex. 

Batchelor, John, 23, Essex-street, Strand, Middlesex, and 
69 and 63, Gloucestsr-street, Belgrave-road. 

Bendle, Charles, 8, Quadrant-road, Canonbury; and 7, 
Northampton-terrace, Canonbury, Middlesex. 

Briggs, Frederick, 1, Lindsey-terrace, Blue Anchor-road, 
Bermondsey, Surrey. 

Brownlow, George John, 4, St. Alban’s-road, Kensington, 
Middlesex. 

Butler, Charles Duncan, Petersfield, Hants. 

Coulson, John Hardy, Rotherham, and Wortley, near Leeds. 

Dale, Joseph, 9, Gray’s-inn-square, Middlesex. 

Daintrey, George, Petworth, Sussex. 

Drawbridge, Charles Parker, 11, Oxney-villas, St. John’s- 
road, Upper Holloway, Middlesex. 

Garner, Wi liam, 48, Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; No. 8, Hunter- 
street ; and 39, Regent-square, Middlesex. 

Griffin, Arthur, Middlesboro’, York. 

Harvie, Edgar Christmas, 54, Gloucester-cresent, Regents- 
park. 

Humphreys, William Joseph, Rhyl, Flint. 

Hutchinson, Thomas, Bishop Auckland, Durham, and 
Woodburn, N cetencibetiont 

Kaye, George Edward, 73, Islip-street, Kentish-town-road. 

King, Richard Chapman, 5, Bosworth-grove, Barnsbury ; 
11, Spencer-street, Canonbury, Middlesex. 

Lander, John Gilbert, 7, Priory-road, Kilburn, Middlesex. 

Lavender, John Wesney Shaw, Fernall-heath ; and Tolla- 
dine-road, Claines, Worcester. : 

Littlewood, John William, 14, Lambeth-square. 

Lowe, Richard, 40, Shakespere-road, Stoke Newington, 
Middlesex. 

Mardon, Hugh Alexander, Osborne-house, Earl’s-court, Old 
Brompton, Middlesex ; and Hayes, Middlesex. 

Parkin, Paxton William, Bassett, Southampton. 

= William Fillingham, 40, Lower Belgrave-place, Mid- 

esex. 

Ransom, Arthur, Weston-super-Mare ; and 45, Southamp- 
ton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 

Rowntree, John, Oldham, Lancaster. 

Scott, John, jun., Lee, Kent. 

Shelton, Francis Talbot, Radcliffe-on-Trent, Nottingham. 

Snell, Frederick John, Chelmsford. 

Sparham, Henry Mills, Forest-hill, Kent ; and Birchanger, 
Essex. 

Sparkes, Richard, Guildford, Surrey ; Forest-hill, Kent. 

hint; Theophilus Wathen, Sunnycroft, Wandsworth ; 
and Wandsworth, Surrey. 

Trimmer, Robert, Reading, Berks. 

Utton, Charles Philip, 32, Englefield-road, Kingsland ; and 
20, Shrubland-grove, Dalston, Middlesex. 

Walford, Thomas Sturges, Harwich, Essex. 

Wallis, Frederick Poyntz Stanley, 48, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Middlesex ; and 17, Argyll-square, King’s-cross. 

Waters, Mark, 46, Guildford-street, Middlesex. 

Widdows, Thomas, 5, Berners-street, Middlesex ; 21, Great 
Coram-street, Brunswick-square ; and Putney, Surrey. 
Wilkinson, Alfred Henry, 10, Percy-circus, Pentonville ; 
and 3, St. Petersburgh-terrace, Bayswater, Middlesex. 
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Wimble, Charles, 189, De Beauvoir-road, Kingsland-road, 


Middlesex. 
Woodforde, Henry Whalley, 6, Harrington-street, Hamp- 


stead-road, Middlesex. 





COURT PAPERS. 
EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
Sirrines In Error. 
The following days have been appointed for the argument 
of Errors and Appeals :— 
QUEEN’s BENCH. 


Tuesday ......ceccerees Nov. 26 | Wednesday ............ Nov. 27 
Common PLEAS. 
Thursday........ bpsanas Nov. 28 | Friday ... ........0000 Nov. 29 
EXCHEQUER. 
Saturday ......cec00e«.Nov. 30 | Monday ...............04. Dee. 2 





COMMON PLEAS, 

Nov. 7.—The Court has appointed Tuesday, the 19th 
day of November inst., for hearing and deciding the appeal 
from the decision of a revising barrister under the Act 6 
Vict. c. 18. 








OBITUARY. 
MR. FREDERICK LAWRENCE. 

The death of Mr. Frederick Lawrence, barrister-at-law, 
took place at his chambers, in the Middle Temple, on the 
25th October, at a comparatively early age. In his younger 
days Mr. Lawrence was an assistant in the British Museum, 
in the same department (that of printed books) with Mr. 


. Serjeant Parry. Like his eminent legal friend, Mr. Law- 


rence left the British Museum for the bar, to which he was 
called, at the Middle Temple, in November, 1849, and had 
a quiet if not lucrative practice. Of late he had taken 
much interest in social and political matters, and was the 
chairman of a Garibaldian committee. He was well known 
in literary circles, and was the author of ‘‘ A Life of Henry 
Fielding,” and for the last four years edited the ‘‘ Lawyers’ 
Companion.” 
SIR MATTHEW R. SAUSSE. 

Sir Matthew Richard Sausse, late Chief Justice of Bom- 
bay, died of gastric fever, on the 5th of November, at 
Killarney House, the seat of Lord Castlerosse. The deceased 
judge, who was born at Carrick-on-Suir in 1809, was a 

rother of Sir Richard de la Saussaye, a general in the 
Spanish service, and now Governor of Carthagena. He was 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and was called to the 
bar in Ireland in Trinity Term, 1829; he was nominated a 
Queen’s Counsel there in 1849, and was formerly Crown 
Prosecutor on the Leinster cireuit. From 1837 to 1840 he 
reported, in conjunction with Mr. V. Scully, in the Rolls 
Court, Ireland. For some years he acted as chairman of 
Quarter Sessions for the county of Wexford, and was ap- 
pointed a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of Bombay in 
1856, on which occasion he was knighted. In 1859 he was 
— to be Chief Justice, on the retirement of Sir 

illiam Yardley, and resigned that office last year, after 


having earned his retiring pension by serving the prescribed 


period of ten years in India. Sir Matthew Sausse married, 

on the 27th November, 1866, the Hon. Charlotte Fraser, 
oungest daughter of Lord Lovat, K.T. He was the first 
oman Catholic judge appointed to the Indian Bench. 





MR. EDWARD JAMES, Q.C., M.P. 

The death of Mr. Edward James, Q.C., M.P. for Man. 
chester, took place at the Hotel du Louvre, Paris, on the 
3rd November, at the age of sixty years. Mr. James was 
the second son of Frederick William James, Esq., a mer- 
chant of Manchester, by Elizabeth, daughter of the late 
William Baldwin, Esq. He was born in 1809, and was 
educated at Brasenose College, Oxford, where he graduated 
B.A. in 1831, and M.A. in 1834, He was called to the Bar 
in June, 1835, and was created a Queen’s Counsel in 
1853. He formerly praciised at the Lancashire and 
Liverpool sessions, and in course of time became leader 





of the Northern Circuit. For several years past he held 
the office of Attorney-General and Queen’s Serjeant for 
the county Palatine of Lancaster, and was also Judge of 
the Liverpool Passage Court, He was first returned to 
Parliament, as member for the city of Manchester, in 
July, 1865, as a Liberal. In 1835 he married the daugh- 
ter of E, M. Crossfield, Esq., of Liverpool, by whom he 
has a son, who is an officer in the army. 

We extract the following, with a few slight corrections, 
from the Liverpool Daily Courier :— 

‘* He chose the northern circuit as the scene of his profes- 
sional labours. It was then a hazardous undertaking for a 
young barrister to select the ‘“‘ Great North” as the arena 
for the ha god of his professional prowess. The bar of that 
circuit had long comprised some of the most eminent men 
in the profession, and about that time it included in its 
ranks such men as Cresswell, Martin, Wightman, Cromp- 
ton, Dundas, Alexander, and others, most of whom either 
rose to the bench or became celebrated as orators, lawyers, 
and pleaders. With such competitors it was not surprising 
that the young barrister’s progress was at first slow. An 
occasion, however, came at last, and Mr. James showed that 
he had the nerve and ability to seize and improve it. For 
some time after the passing of the Reform and Municipal 
Acts, party feeling ran very high in Liverpool, and there 
was great contention in the registration courts as to the 
persons who were to be placed upon the register. On one 
of these occasions the late Serjeant Wilkins, who was 
making for himself a great reputation as a bold and dashing 
advocate in the criminal courts, was chosen by the Tories 
in this town to support their interests, and Mr. James was 
selected as the champion of the Liberal side. The contest 
in which they were engaged excited great attention and ex- 
citement, and although Mr. James could not compete with 
the Tory advocate in the peculiar style of oratory for which 
Mr. Wilkins became notorious, he was at least his equal 
in coolness, nerve, knowledge of law, and quickness in per- 
ceiving the weak points of a ease; and in the end the 
Tories found that their advocate had met his match in the 
young Liberal barrister. Mr. James’s conduct in this and 
other succeeding struggles of the same kind directed the 
attention of the Liverpool solicitors to him ; and, finding 
that he was a young man of great ability, they gave to 
him a good share of their patronage. e was at that 
time what is described in bar parlance as a ‘ local,” 
and although for several years he was not employed in 
any important cases, yet he obtained a fair practice at the 
Borough Sessions and the Borough Court, now the Court 
of Passage. Ultimately, however, the diligence and care 
which he exhibited in all the cases which he took in hand 
commended him to solicitors and suitors other than those 
who resided in Liverpool, and the result was that he began 
to be engaged in many actions tried at the assizes. When 
the late Mr. Justice Crompton retired from the office of 
assessor at the Court of Passage, Mr, James was appointed 
his successor, This appointment was made in March, 1852, 
and he filled the office up to the time of his death, His 
rise at the bar, after this appointment, became rapid; he 
already had established himself in London, and in 1853 he 
was made Queen's Counsel. In a short time after fhe be- 
came leader of the Northern circuit. During the adminis- 
tration of Lord Palmerston, Mr. Bliss, Q.C., who was 
Attorney-General for the County Palatine, retired from the 
office, This appointment has always been a coveted one 
among the leading members of the northern circuit, and 
when it became vacant on the occasion referred to there 
were several aspirants for the honour. Mr. James, how- 
ever, was the favourite, and the post was given to him. 
Mr. James, like many of the prominent members of his 
profession, was ambitious of parliamentary distinction. He 
contested Carlisle on Liberal principles, but was defeated, 
He afterwards somewhat modified his political creed, and 
in the election of 1865 he was returned, with the assistance 
of the Tories, for Manchester, defeating Mr. Jacob Bright, 
brother of the honourable member for Birntingham. Mr, 
James's political conduct subsequently gave great dissatis- 
faction to a portion of the Liberal party in Manchester; 
but he always declared himself to be a consistent Liberal, 
and in favour of ** Peace, retrenchment, and reform.” 

Mr. James’s death will be deeply regretted by his pro- 
fessional brethren, by whom he was much esteemed, He 
had, like other men, his faults, but whatever may have 
been his failings he was unquestionably a fearless advocate, 
a sound lawyer, and an upright judge. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 


Last Quotation, Nov. 7, 1867, 
(From the Official List of the actual business transacted.] 
INSURANCE COMPANIES. 





Dividend 


per annum Names. 
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ocooceo: 


Clerical, Med. & Gen, Life 
County ... eee ove 
Eagle on oon ove 
Equity and Law ... eee 
English & Scot. Law Lif 
5 per cent| Equitable Reversionary... 
5 percent] Do. New... ooo ane 
5&3pshb) Gresham Liie .., eee 
5 per cent] Guardian ... nee ooo 
5 per cent} Home & Col. Ass., Limtd.| 
83 per cent| Imperial Life .., oo | 
6 per cent| Law Fire... pee ooo} 
324 pr cent] Law Life ... aap, ove! 
10 per cent| Law Union TS = 
9s 6d pr sh| Legal & General Life call 
5 per cent| London & Provincial Law 
10 pe & bs} North Brit. & Mercantile 
124 & bns| Provident Life... ...! 
689220} 20 per cent) Royal Exchange... 
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— | 6dpercent|Sun Fire... sl 
4000 ove 
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Do. Life ... ooo ooo) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 944 Annuities, April, 85 12 11-16ths 
Ditto for Account, 93 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 20} 

3 per Cent. Reduced, 923 Ex Bills, £1000, 33 per Ct. 

New 3 per Cent., 92% Ditto, £500, Do 28 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, ’94 76 Ditto, £100 & £200, 3 pm 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 5} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 Ct. (last half-year) 2474 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Account, 248 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


India Stk.,104p Ct.Apr.’74, 223 Ind. Enf, Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72, 104 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5§ per Cent., May, ’79, 1094 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, ’80 114} Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 764 — 

Ditto 4 per C2ak., Oct. ’88 100} Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. 73 106 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000, 65 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. $73] Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 63 pm, 


RAILWAY STOCK. 








Shares. Railways. . | Closing Prices, 





Stock | Bristol and Exeter ............csscsscerssssesee 
Stock | Caledonian 
Glasgow and South-Western ., 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Do., Hast Anglian Stock, No 
Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* 1 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland! 
Great Western— Original 
Do., West Midland—Oxford. 
Do., do.—Newport 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ..., ce 
London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 
London, Chatham, and Do’ 
London and North-Western..., 
London and South-Western . 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Linco! 
Metropolitan 
Midland 
Do., Birmingham and Derby «sso 
North British 
North London 
Do., 1866 
North Staffordshire 
South Devon ...... 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale. 
Do., C 





















































* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Monzy Marker AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night. 
_ When we made our last report the money market seemed to be 
in a very fluctuating state, and its last movement had been one 
in the downward direction. That tone was maintained for the 
first few days of the week which has now passed, the strangely 
depressed state of the Paris Bourse having a very peas ar ge | 
on this side of the Channel. The course which Italian affairs 
have taken has, however, brought about a very decided re-action. 
The prevailing opinion appeared to be that there was now every 
prospect of peace upon the continent, and the English funds at 
once assumed a healthier tone than they have had for some time. 
There has also been somewhat of an efflux of bullion from the Bank 
of England; and taking all circumstances into consideration it looks 
a8 though we might anticipate a continuance of improvement, 





—_—_—_~; 
<<a 


All descriptions of securities have shared in the amelio 
though the latest advices report dulness in the shasprmarbetael 
a downward tendency in British and Colonial Railways, ’'The 
Bank rate of discount remains unaltered, and but little is doing 
in the discount market. 

Rentes 68f. 32c. 





PARLIAMENTARY BARRISTERS.—Counsel who-devote them. 
selves chiefly to parliamentary business have a longer continuous 
recess than most of their learned brethren, but a few of them— 
some half a dozen of the leaders, men mostly of very ma- 
ture years—work at very high pressure during the session, 
and would be well content, we should suppose, to have their 
working period lengthened, even although at the expense 
of an abridgment of their recess, which lasts for the seven 
or eight months between July of one year and March of the 
next. Some of the leaders have retainers and briefs in four, 
five, and six cases, in all of which the committees are sitting at 
the same time, and a consequence is that a distinguished Q.¢, 
scarcely gets settled in one room, and has had time to order his 
biscuit and glass of sherry, ere a scout rushes in breathless and 
whispers in his ear that he is wanted in another room, downstairs 
in the Lords or upstairs in the Commons, as the case may be, to 
open or reply, to examine or cross-examine a principal witness, 
or what not; and off the learned, and frequently venerable, gentle- 
man has to pant after the messenger, with only afew moments 
to charge that current of his thoughts from gas supply to water- 
works—from a railway station to a wet dock—from a main sewer 
to a turnpike-road. One day in the Lords’ committee, presided 
over by the Duke of Devonshire, we found a learned and jocund 
Q.C.—whose name and nature harmonise admirably—on hig 
feet, in a Welsh railway cause, examining a witness. Passi 
up stairs in a few minutes we entered the room in which group 
ib is being dealt with, and behold the same gentleman active in 
the case. Passing along the corridor to group 7, and entering 
presto! the ambiquitous drole de corps Q.C. is eon his feet, 
has the general manager of one of the great companies under the 
harrow in cross examination.$ All this occurs within half an hours 
As Big Ben overhead tolls the hour for retiring in four of his 
double bass notes, one of these weary Q.C.’s adroitly suggest, 


in a committee that the point in hand should be settled before, 


he opens his case, to which the chairman assents, and adds that 
the point in question will occupy the remainder of the sitting; 
whereupon the learned gentleman makes tracks for home, and his 
attendant, sweeping his papers into the great red bag, marches 
off after him. But the leaders, although they have earned a 
night’s repose, are not allowed to go home to dine and enjoy their 
otium cum dignitate. Having business in the office of a parlia- 
mentary agent, in which above a hundred clerks are employed, 
we heard on that same afternoon the hurried order given toa 
messenger to summon three or four eminent barristers to 4 
“consultation at half-past six thisevening.” The learned gentle- 
men have scarcely had time to commence their dinners, certainly 
not discuss their bottle of port, when the messenger arrives in hot 
haste, and they are dragged off to work extra time, for which 
they have no relish. ithin an hour or two of midnight they 
return, jaded and neg to their chambers in the Temple or 
their residence at the West-end, respectively, not to indulge in 
domestic amenities or social enjoyment or literary recreation, but 
to devote their attention for as long as they can fix it upon the 
briefs that are to occupy them on the morrow. And this isa 
specimen of the daily lite of a distinguished leader at the height 
of the session.—Engiieer. 


A “Ripine’”’ Oprnion.—Sir Thomas Maitland, while he was- 
Governor of Malta, and Sir John Sewell, the Chief Justice, were 
in the habit of taking an afternoon ride together. The Governor 
had a dispute with some of his subjects, over whose mig 4 
conablarel that Government possessed certain rights. e 
riding with the Chief Justice he stated his case and obtained an 
opinion which coincided with his own view of the matter in every 

oint. A suit was commenced, which in due time came before: 

ir John Sewell for his decision. The sent was given in clear 
and strong terms—Government was nonsuited and condemned tot 
pay the whole expenses of the lawsuit. On the first occasion he 
could find, or make, the Governor expressed his surprise to t 
Chief Justice, adding, “‘ Why, Sir John, you gave me an opinion 
directly contrary to your decision!” The Chief J ustice replied, 
“Sir Thomas, that is impossible; I never gave an opinion on 
any case that was likely to come before me as a judge.” Sir 
Thomas Maitland then reminded Sir John that it was when they 
were out riding. ‘The information raised a smile on the judge’s- 
countenace, and he said, “ Ah, I see it, Sir Thomas; that was @ 
riding opinion ; I never pay any attention to anything that looks- 
like law when I am out riding, and I always pa eke e opinions 
of my companions ; it tends to make the ride healthier as well as 
more agreeable. 

Atthe monthly meeting of the Manchester Chambers of Com- 
merce, on Wednesday, the board decided to memorialise the 
Lords of the Treasury on the subject of building a more adequate 
and conveniently situated county court for the city of Manchester. 
This decision was arrived at in accordance with the suggestions 





22 72 PARES PEREF EER ER ERES SEESSEREEEEEE 





Sr oN POOR Dea 


PeTP eos 


mS 


eunue 


Nov. 9,1867. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


43 





= 





a correspondent, who remarked that in viewof the 
- ers about to be bestowed upon county courts—such as throw- 
a considerable quantity of bankruptcy and assize work upon 
them—and also that the abolition of imprisonment for debt would 
tend to free them from being merely small debts’ courts, it was 
bable that the business transacted in the Manchester County 
Court would invole questions of very considerable commercial 
importance. 
Tue BIRMINGHAM Law Socrety.—This body is doing, in a 
iet way, a very useful work. Under its auspices there have 
fa three preliminary examinations for articled clerks duri 
the past year, and a fourth is announced to be held shortly. 
From the report presented at the annual meeting on Saturday, 
itappears that fourteen students presented themselves at the 
February examination, of whom nine . At the May 
examination thirteen students underwent the ordeal, and of these 
seven were successful; while, at the July examination, fifteen 
“Jawyers of the future ”’ offered themselves, of whom twelve 
the usual tests of the special examiners. The value of 
these tests will be best understood from the fact that the exa- 
miners found in the aggregate a marvellous amount of inefficiency 
in the very first elements of education —reading and writing— 
displayed by some of the candidates. We are told that the local 
examiners had “ in some cases to refuse even their certificate for 
reading, and the dictation papers frequently disclosed an utter 
inability to spell correctly on the part of the candidates, most of 
whom appear to be of respectable parentage, and all of whom are 
ofcourse, presumed to have completed their education prepara- 
tory to entering the'learned profession. The want of thorough- 
ness, indeed, in the groundwork of education was extraordinary, 
considering the standing of the schools at which the candidates 
ed frequently to have been educated. The same want of 
ughness was also observable in the more advanced and yet 
primary subjects of a liberal education ; the answers given to very 
simple questions in geography and history being at times very 
remarkable. The preliminary examinations in general know- 
ledge were a means of testing the fitness of a student to enter 
the ranks of a liberal profession; and the result, in raising the 
character of that profession by the exclusion of illiterate or imper- 
fectly educated persons, cannot but be highly beneficial.” This 
is, perhaps, the best evidence that can be given of the advantages 
which these examinations confer on one of the most important of 
the learned professions, A suggestion which commends itself to 
the though consideration of auctioneers, and the legal pro- 
fession generally, was e in the course of the procedings in 
regard to sales of property. There is a growing feeling that mid- 
day sales at a well appointed sale-room apart from the associations 
of atavern would be more business-like than the present system 
of disposing of property under the “hammer” by gas-light. 
Purchasers’ prejudices in favour of the “old paths” must, of 


‘ course, be considered, but their great experience, and the practical 


knowledge which it gives, will no doubt enable our local auction- 
eers to settle this knotty question in a way satisfactory to them- 
selves and their clients.— Birmingham Gazette. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Oct. 25.—By Messrs. Norton, Trist, WatNer, & Co. 
Leasehold, 2 houses, Nos. 19 & 20, Gloucester-cottages, Park-road, New 
Peckham, producing £82 per annum; term, 534 years unexpired, at 
£12 12s, per annum—Sold for £750. 
Oct. 28.—By Messrs. Coss. 
Copyhold Mansion, and 7a Ir Op of land, situate at Upton, Essex—Sold 
for £3,400. 
By Mr. CHErrins. 
Valuable Sugar Estate, called Adelphi, situate in the parish of South 
Charlotte, in the Island of St. Vincent, containing 532 acres—Sold for 


500. . 
Valuable Sugar Estate, called Mount Pleasant, situate in the. parish of 
St. George, in the Island of St. Vincent, containing 459 acres—Sold for 


Oct. 29.—By Messrs. Canpy & Luckin, 
+Léasehold, 4 houses and shops, Nos. 10 to 13, Finsbury-park-terrace, 
Seven Sisters-road, Holloway, annual value £70 each ; term, about 95 
years, at £7 3s. 6d. per annum each—Sold for £2,250. 
Leasehold house, No. 2, Goswell-terrace, Goswell-road, let at £34 per 
a term, 71} years from 1812, at £6 6s. per annum—Sold for 


Oct. 30.—By Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrietp. 
Freehold, residence, known as Emma's-cottage, Epsom, Surrey; let at 
20 per annum—Sold for £410. 

Freehold, 2 cottages, Nos. 4 and 5, The Orchard, Peckham, producing 
£26 10s. per annum—Sold for £165. 

Copyhold residence, No. 22, Kennington-park-road ; let at £35 per 
annum—Sold for £375. 

Leasehold residence, No. 51, Church-road East, De Beauvoir Town; let 
at £40 per annum; term, 73 years from 1844, at £5 per annum—Sold 


for £405. 
By Mr. Newson. 
Leasehold, 3 houses, situate in Cornwall-place, Holloway-road; term, 
450 years unexpired, at £13 13s, per annum—Sold for £1,500. 
Nov. 1.—By Messrs. Faresroruer, Lye, & WHEeLer. 
Freehold residence, with stabling and grounds of about 2 acres, known 
« as Orchard House, Walton-on-Thames, Surrey—Sold for £1,800. 





AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 
Oct. 29.—By Mr. James WeExs. 
Freehold Estate, known as Waterloo-house, and about 114 acres of land, 
situate in the parish of Wokingham, Berks—Sold for £10,570. 
Oct. 30.—By Messrs. Furser & Price. 
Leasehold, 7 acres of building ground, with buildin 
ing a pair of carcases ; also a residence and seve 
Snaresbrook—Sold for £1,150, 


AT MASON’S HALL. 
Oct. 28.—By Messrs. BromiEy, Son, & Ketpay. 
Freehold, 4 plots of building land, fronting Plough-lane and Winstanley- 
- road, Battersea—Sold for £510. 
Freehold plot of building land, situate in Ch lor-road, H: smith; 
also a Leasehold plot of land adjoining; term, 99 years from 1859— 
Sold for £209. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


* BIRTH. 
LUSH—On Nov. 6, at 54, Bessborough-street, S.W., the wife of Robert 
C. Lush, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 
DEATH. 
SAUNDERS—On Oct. 29, at Southport, aged 50, William Saunders, Esq. 
Barrister-at-Law, of Manchest er. . 4 


thereon, compris- 
cottages, situate at 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


@Binding-up of Joint Stock Companies 
Farivar, Nov. 1, 1867. 
Lrmitzp In CHANCERY. 

British and American Telegraph Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented April 16, directed to be heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Wood on Nov 9. Edmunds & Mayhew, Carey-st, Lin- 
coln’s-inn, solicitors for the petitioner, 

Valencia Land Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 23, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Novy 9. Flux & Co, East India-avenue, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Essex Brick Company (Limited).— Petition for winding up, presented 
Oct 29, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Stuart on Nov 8, 
Palbrook, Threadneedle-st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Teign Valley Railway Company.—A scheme of arrangement between 
the Teign Valley Railway Company and their creditors was, on Oct 
29, filed in the Court of Chancery. 

Toespar, Nov. 5, 1867. 
Lrutrep In CHANCERY. 

Continental Company for the Purchase of Thompson’s Patents for 
Boat Building by Machinery (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Oct 31, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood 
on Nov 16.. Rolt, Skinner’s-pl, Sise-lane, solicitor for the peti- 
tioner, 

Royal Bank of Liverpool (Limited).— Petition for winding up, presented 
Nov |, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Maling on Nov 
15. Gregory & Co, Bedford-row, solicitors for the petitioners. 

North Atlantic Telegraph Company (Limited).—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Dec 4, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars ef their debts or claims, to William Cooper, 13, 
George-street, Mansion-house. Wednesday, Dec 18 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

City of London and Colonial Financial Association (Limited).—Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart has fixed Nov 16 at 12, at his chambers, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Cambrian Railways Company’s Sch — h of arrangement 
between the Company and their creditors, with provisions for 
settling and defining rights of shareholders of the company among 
themselves, and for raising loan capital, was, on Oct 30, duly filed 
by the Company in the High Court of Chancery. Milne, Hareourt- 
bidgs, Temple, solicitors for the company. 








Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 


TvuEspay, Novy. 5, 1867. 
Beal, Geo, Wilberfoss, York, Farmer. Nov 30. Browne Saltmarsh, 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Wict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Nov. 1, 1867. 
——— Send, Hertford, Timber Merchant. Dec 16. Spence & Hawks, 
ertford. 
Baldwyn, Wm Devereux, Montreal, Lower Canada, Rector. Dec 1. 
Shaen & Roscoe, Bedford-row. 
Bligh, Jas, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Esq. Dec 1. Liewellin, Builth, 
Breconshire. 
Brabant, Wm Hughes, Upper Phillimore-gardens, Kensington. Dec 
14. Dalton, Savile-pl, New Burlington-st. 
—- Benj, Rodborough, Gloucester. Jan 31. Winterbotham, 
tro 


Coath, Jabez, Plymouth, Devon, Rope Manufacturer. Nov 14. Brian, 
Plymouth, 
bar na wie, Audley, Stafford, Miner. Dec 1. Sherratt, Talic-on- 
@- hill. 
Field, Jas, Church-st, Mile End New-town, House Agent. Dee 31. 
Donne, Prince’s-st, Spitalfields. 2 
re Philip, Barton Mills, Saffolk, Miller. Dec 7. Winearls, Swaff- 
am. 
Hargr:ve, Rev Alfred, Cambridge. Dec 7. Woodward, Worcester. 
= Richd Manning, Maidstone, Kent, Gent. Dec 25. Hooper, 
xeter, 
Liggins, Wm, Dunchurch, Warwick, Gent. Nov 30. Harris, Rugby. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quotation, Nov. 7, 1867, 
[From the Official List of the actual business transacted.] 
INSURANCE COMPANIES. 


























Price 

No. of} Dividend iy per 
shares} per annum Names. Shares.| Paid. | share. 
£ £8. a/£ 8. a. 
5 pe & bs} Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life 100 [10 0 0/28 0 0 
4000} 40 pe & bs} County ... ..  o»/ 100 [10 0 0/85 0 0 
40000} 5 pc & bs; Eagle ... .. ow) 5015 0 0/9 0 0 
10000} 72 2s 6d pe} Equity and Law ... --| 100 |6 0 01715 0 
20000) 72 2s 6d pe| English & Scot. Law Life) 50 |310 0/4 0 0 
2700) 5 per cent| Equitable Reversionary...| 105 coe 01 6 0 
4600] 5 percent) Do. New... .. «| 50 |50 0 0/4315 0 

5000] 5& 3pshb) Gresham Liie .., | 20 15 0 0 

20000) 5 per cent|Guardian... ... ..| 100 [50 0 014610 0 
20000] 5 per cent] Home & Col. Ass.,Limtd.| 50 15 0 0/015 0 
7500] &} per cent| Imperial Life ... ..| 100 {10 0 0116 10 0 
50000} 6 per cent] Law Fire... ove o-| 100 | 210 0) 5 0 O 
10000) 324 pr cent] Law Life... ... ../ 100 {10 0 0/8910 0 
100000} 10 per cent) Law Union was «| 30 1010 0} 016 6 
20000} 9s 6d pr sh| Legal & General Life | 50 |8 0 0/710 0 
20000] 5 per cent) London & Provincial Law, 50 | 417 8 410 0 
40000] 10 pe & bs) North Brit. & Mercantile 50 | 6 5 0/1530 0 
2500] 124 & bns| Provident Life ... --| 100 [10 0 0/88 0 0 
689220] 20 per cent| Royal Exchange... | Stock} All {3020 0 
— | 6% percent} Sun Fire .. 2 ese! ove All {1750 0 
4000 ove Do. Life ... ove evel one All 163 0 0 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 913 Annuities, April, ’85 12 11-16ths 
Ditto for Account, 93 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 20} 

8 per Cent. Reduced, 923 Ex Bills, £1000, 34 per Ct. 

New 3 per Cent., 92% Ditto, £500, Do 28 

Do. f per Cent., Jan, ’94 76 Ditto, £100 & £200, 3 pm 

Do. 2 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 5} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 Ct. (last half-year) 247 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 248 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stk.,10}p Ct.Apr.’74, 223 Ind. Enf, Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72, 104 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5$ per Cent., May, ’79, 109} 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, ’80 114} Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 764 — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 88 100} Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. 73 106 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000, 65 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. $7$| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 65 pm. 


RAILWAY STOCK, 























Shares. Railways. |Paid. | Closing Prices. 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter ............0000 eonsochendes 100 85 
Stock | Caledonian | 100 864 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ........... seve) 100 104 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ..... vee! 100 31% 
Stock} .Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ..,...0 100 64 
Stock | Great Northern 100 109 
Stock} Do., A Stock* 100 113 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 100 97 


Stock | Great Western— Original ..............cse000 100 46 
Stock Do., West Midland—Oxford.. | 

Stock} Do.,do.—Newport, .......... 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire . 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South © 
Stock | London,Chatham, and Dover. 
Stock | London and North-Western... 
Stock | London and South-Western . 






























Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Linco «| 100 48} 
Stoek | Metropolitan 100 121 
Stock | Midland 100 1173 
Stock} Do., Birmingham and Derby .sscoee| 100 88 
Stock | North British 100 34 
Stock | North London 100 117 
10 Do., 1866 5 64 
Stock | North Staffordshire 100 66 
Stock | South Devon ...... 100 47 
Stock | South-Eastern 100 663 
Stock | Taff Vale...... 100 147 





10 Do., C - 

















* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B, 





MonzyY MarkkT AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night. 
_ When we made our last report the money market seemed to be 
in a very fluctuating state, and its last movement had been one 
in the downward direction. That tone was maintained for the 
first few days of the week which has now passed, the strangely 
depressed state of the Paris Bourse having a very marked effect 
on this side of the Channel. The course which Italian affairs 
have taken has, however, brought about a very decided re-action. 
The prevailing opinion appeared to be that there was now every 
prospect of peace upon the continent, and the English funds at 
once assumed a healthier tone than they have had for some time. 
There has also beensomewhat of an efflux of bullion from the Bank 
of England; and taking all circumstances into consideration it looks 
a® though we might anticipate a continuance of improvement, 





* . ee 
All descriptions of securities have shared in the ameli 
though the latest advices report dulness in the share-marhananl 
a downward tendency in British and Colonial Railways, ” 
Bank rate of discount remains unaltered, and but little is doing 
in the discount market. 

Rentes 68f. 32c. 





PARLIAMENTARY BARRISTERS.—Counsel who-devote them. 
selves chiefly to parliamentary business have a longer continuous 
recess than most of their learned brethren, but a few of themn— 
some half a dozen of the leaders, men mostly of very ma- 
ture years—work at very high pressure during the sessio; 
and would be well content, we should suppose, to have their 
working period lengthened, even although at the expense 
of an abridgment of their recess, which lasts for the seven 
or eight months between July of one year and March of the 
next. Some of the leaders have retainers and briefs in four, 
five, and six cases, in all of which the committees are sitting at 
the same time, and a consequence is that a distinguished Q.C, 
scarcely gets settled in one room, and has had time to order his 
biscuit and glass of sherry, ere a scout rushes in breathless and 
whispers in his ear that he is wanted in another room, downstairs 
in the Lords or upstairs in the Commons, as the case may be, to 
open or reply, to examine or cross-examine a principal witness, 
or what not; and off the learned, and frequently venerable, gentle. 
man has to t after the messenger, with only a few moments 
to charge that current of his thoughts from gas supply to water- 
works—from a railway station to a wet dock—from a main sewer 
to a turnpike-road. One day in the Lords’ committee, presided 
over by the Duke of Devonshire, we found a learned and jocund 
Q.C.—whose name and nature harmonise admirably—on hig 
feet, in a Welsh railway cause, examining a witness. Passing 
up stairs in a few minutes we entered the room in which group 
12 is being dealt with, and behold the same gentleman active in 
the case. Passing along the corridor to group 7, and entering, 
presto! the ambiquitous drole de corps Q.C. is en his feet, and 
has the general manager of one of the great companies under the 
harrow in cross examination.* All this occurs within half an hours 
As Big Ben overhead tolls the hour for retiring in four of his 
double bass notes, one of these pm | Q.C.’s adroitly suggest 
in a committee that the point in hand should be settled before 
he opens his case, to which the chairman assents, and adds that 
the point in question will occupy the remainder of the sitting; 
whereupon the learned gentleman makes tracks for home, and his. 
attendant, sweeping his papers into the great red bag, marches 
off after him, But the leaders, although they have earned a 
night’s repose, are not allowed to go home to dine and enjoy their 
otium cum dignitate. Having business in the office of a parlia- 
mentary agent, in which above a hundred clerks are employed, 
we heard on that same afternoon the hurried order given toe 
messenger to summon three or four eminent barristers to a 
“consultation at half-past six thisevening.’’ The learned gentle- 
men have scarcely had time to commence their dinners, certainly 
not discuss their bottle of port, when the messenger arrives in hot 
haste, and they are dragged off to work extra time, for which 
they have no relish. ithin an hour or two of midnight they 
return, jaded and weary, to their chambers in the Temple or 
their residence at the West-end, respectively, not to indulge in 
domestic amenities or social enjoyment or literary recreation, but 
to devote their attention for as long as they can fix it upon the 
briefs that are to occupy them on the morrow. And this isa 
specimen of the daily lite of a distinguished leader at the height 
of the session.—Engixeer. 


A “Ripine”’ Oprn1on.—Sir Thomas Maitland, while he was- 
Governor of Malta, and Sir John Sewell, the Chief Justice, were 
in the habit of taking an afternoon ride together. The Governor 
had a dispute with some of his subjects, over whose property he- 
prt os that Government possessed certain rights. hile 
riding with the Chief Justice he stated his case and obtained an 
opinion which coincided with his own view of the matter in every 

oint. A suit was commenced, which in due time came before- 

ir John Sewell for his decision, The sentence was given in clear 
and strong terms—Government was nonsuited and condemned to* 
pay the whole expenses of the lawsuit. On the first occasion he- 
could find, or make, the Governor expressed his surprise to the 
Chief Justice, adding, ‘‘ Why, Sir John, you gave me an opinion 
directly contrary to your decision!’ The Chief Justice replied, 
“Sir Thomas, that is impossible; I never gave an opinion on 
any case that was likely to come before me as a judge.” Sir 
Thomas Maitland then reminded Sir John that it was when they 
were out riding. ‘The information raised a smile on the judge's. 
countenace, and he said, “Ah, I see it, Sir Thomas; that was a 
riding opinion ; I never pay any attention to anything that looks 
like law when I am out riding, and I always adopt the opinions 
of my companions ; it tends to make the ride healthier as well as 
more agreeable. 


Atthe monthly meeting of the Manchester Chambers of Com- 
merce, on Wednesday, the board decided to memorialise the- 
Lords of the Treasury on the subject of building a more adequaie 
and conveniently situated county court for the city of Manchester. 
This decision was arrived at in accordance with the suggestions 
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correspondent, who remarked that in viewof the enlarged 
cower about to be bestowed upon county courts—such as throw- 
ing a considerable quantity of bankruptcy and assize work w 
them—and also that the abolition of imprisonment for debt would 
tend to free them from being merely small debts’ courts, it was 
bable that the business in the Manchester County 
Court would invole questions of very considerable commercial 
importance. 

Tue BrRMINGHAM Law Socrety.—This body is doing, in a 
quiet way, @ very useful work. Under its auspices there have 
heen three preliminary examinations for articled clerks during 
the past year, and a fourth is announced to be held shortly. 
From the report presented at the annual meeting on Saturday, 
itappears that fourteen students presented themselves at the 
February examination, of whom nine . At the May 
examination thirteen students underwent the ordeal, and of these 
seven were successful ; while, at the July examination, fifteen 
“lawyers of the future ”’ offered themselves, of whom twelve 

ithe usual tests of the special examiners. The value of 

these tests will be best understood from the fact that the exa- 
miners found in the tea marvellous amount of inefficiency 
in the very first elements of education —reading and writing— 
displayed by some of the candidates. We are told that the local 
examiners had “ in some cases to refuse even their certificate for 
reading, and the dictation yon frequently disclosed an utter 
inability to spell correctly on the part of the candidates, most of 
whom appear to be of respectable parentage, and all of whom are 
of course, presumed to have completed their education prepara- 
tory to entering the'learned profession. The want of thorough- 
ness, indeed, in the groundwork of education was extraordinary, 
considering the standing of the schools at which the candidates 
appeared frequently to have been educated. The same want of 
teroughness was also observable in the more advanced and yet 
primary subjects of a liberal education ; the answers given to very 
simple questions in geography and history being at times very 
remarkable. The preliminary examinations in general know- 
ledge were a means of testing the fitness of a student to enter 
the ranks of a liberal profession; and the result, in raising the 
character of that profession by the exclusion of illiterate or imper- 
fectly educated persons, cannot but be highly beneficial.”’ This 
is, perhaps, the best evidence that can be given of the advantages 
which these examinations confer on one of the most important of 
the learned A a mins A suggestion which commends itself to 
the though consideration of auctioneers, and the legal pro- 
fession generally, was made in the course of the procedings in 
regard to sales o property. There is a growing feeling that mid- 
day sales at'a well appointed sale-room apart from the associations 
of a tavern would be more business-like than the present system 
of disposing of we wad under the “hammer” by gas-light. 
urchasers’ udices ‘in favour of the “old paths” must, of 


‘ gourse, be considered, but their great experience, and the practical 


knowledge which it gives, will no doubt enable our local auction- 
eers to settle this knotty question in a way satisfactory to them- 
selves and their clients.— Birmingham Gazette. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Oct. 25.—By Messrs. Norton, Taist, Water, & Co. 
Leasehold, 2 houses, Nos. 19 & 20, Gloucester-cottages, Park-road, New 
Peckham, producing £82 per annum; term, 534 years unexpired, at 
£12 12s, per annum—Sold for £750. 
Oct. 28.—By Messrs, Coss. 
Copyhold Mansion, and 7a Ir Op of land, situate at Upton, Essex—Sold 


for £3,400. 
By Mr. CHEFrFins. 
Valuable Sugar Estate, called Adelphi, situate in the parish of South 
meee, in the Island of St. Vincent, containing 532 acres—Sold for 


3,500. . 
Valuable Sugar Estate, called Mount Pleasant, situate in the. parish of 
St. George, in the Island of Si. Vincent, containing 459 acres—Sold for 


2,150, 
Oct. 29.—By Messrs, Canpy & Lucxin, 
+Léasehold, 4 houses and shops, Nos. 10 to 13, Finsbury-park-terrace, 
Seven Sisters-road, Holloway, annual value £70 each; term, about 95 
years, at £7 3s. 6d. per annum each—Sold for £2,250. 
Leasehold house, No. 2, Goswell-terrace, Goswell-road, let at £34 per 
oa term, 71} years from 1812, at £6 6s. per annum—Sold for 


Oct. 30.—By Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrietp. 

Freehold, residence, known as Emma's-cottage, Epsom, Surrey; let at 
£20 per annum—Sold for £410. 

Freehold, 2 cottages, Nos. 4 and 5, The Orchard, Peckham, producing 
£26 10s. per annum—Sold for £165. 

Copyhold residence, No. 22, Kennington-park-road ; let at £35 per 
annum—Sold for £375. 

Leasehold residence, No. 51, Church-road East, De Beauvoir Town; let 
at £40 per annum; term, 73 years from 1844, at £5 per annum—Sold 


for £405. 
By Mr. Newson, 
Leasehold, 3 houses, situate in Cornwall-place, Holloway-road ; term, 
450 years unexpired, at £13 13s, per annum—Sold for £1,500. 
Nov. 1.—By Messrs. Faresroruer, Lye, & WHEeLer, 
Freehold residence, with stabling and grounds of about 2 acres, known 
« as Orchard House, Walton-on-Thames, Surrey—Sold for £1,800. 





AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 
Oct. 29.—By Mr. James Weexs. 
Freehold Estate, known as Waterloo-house, and about 114 acres of land, 
situate in the parish of Wokingham, Berks—Sold for £10,570. 
Oct. 30.—By Messrs. Furser & Price. 
Leasehold, 7 acres of building ground, with buildings thereon, compris- 
ing a pair of carcases ; also a residence and several cottages, situate at 
Snaresbrook—Sold for £1,150. 


AT MASON’S HALL. 
Oct. 28.—By Messrs. Bromiey, Son, & Ketpay. 
Freehold, 4 plots of building land, fronting Plough-lane and Winstanley- 
- road, Battersea—Sold for £510. 
Freehold plot of building land, situate in Chancellor-road, Hammersmith; 
also a hold plot of land adjoining; term, 99 years from 1859— 
Sold for £203. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


= BIRTH. 
LUSH—On Nov. 6, at 54, Bessborough-street, S.W., tle wife of Robert 
C. Lush, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 
DEATH 
SAUNDERS—On Oct. 29, at Sou thport, aged 50, William Saunders, Esq. 
Barrister-at-Law, of Manchest er. ° sin " 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


GM tnding-up of Joint Stock Compantes 
Farivar, Nov. 1, 1867. 
Lrmitzp IN CHANCERY. 

British and American Telegraph Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented April 16, directed to be heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Wood on Nov 9. Edmunds & Mayhew, Carey-st, Lin- 
coln’s-inn, solicitors for the petitioner, 

Valencia Land Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 23, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Nov 9. Flux & Co, East India-avenue, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Essex Brick Company (Limited).— Petition for winding up, presented 
Oct 29, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Stuart on Nov 8. 
Pulbrook, Threadneedle-st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Teign Valley Railway Company.—A sch of arrangement between 
the ise gs bry ee pes Company and their creditors was, on Oct 
29, filed in the Court of Chancery. 

Touespar, Nov. 5, 1867. 
Limtrep In CHANCERY. 

Continental Company for the Purchase of Thompson’s Patents for 
Boat Building by Machinery (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Oct 31, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood 
- Nov 16. ‘Rolt, Skinner’s-pl, Sise-lane, solicitor for the peti- 
‘ioner, 

Royal Bank of Liverpool (Limited).— Petition for winding up, presented 
Nov |, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Maling on Nov 
15. Gregory & Co, Bedford-row, solicitors for the petitioners. 

North Atlantic Telegraph Company (Limited).— itors are re- 
quired, on or before Dec 4, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars ef their debts or claims, to William Cooper, 13, 
George-street, Mansion-house. Wednesda: » Dec 18 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

City of London and Colonial Financial Association (Limited).—Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart has fixed Nov 16 at 12, at his chambers, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator, 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Cambrian Railways Company’s Scheme.—A scheme of arrangement 
between the Company and their creditors, with provisions for 
settling and defining rights of shareholders of the —t among 
themselves, and for raising loan capital, was, on Oct 30, duly filed 
by the Company in the High Court of Chancery. Milne, Hareourt- 
bidgs, Temple, solicitors for the company. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 


TveEspay, Nov. 5, 1867. 
— a Wilberfoss, York, Farmer. Nov 30. Browne Saltmarsh, 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farmay, Nov. |, 1867. 
‘Sadverks, Staal, Hertford, Timber Merchant. Dec 16. Spence & Hawks, 
ertford. 
Baldwyn, Wm Devereux, Montreal, Lower Canada, Rector. Dec 1. 
Shaen & Roscoe, Beéford-row. 
Bligh, Jas, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Esq. Dec 1. Liewellin, Builth, 
Breconshire. 
Brabant, Wm Hughes, Upper Phillimore-gardens, Kensington. Dec 
14. Dalton, Savile-pl, New Burlington-st. 
— Benj, Rodborough, Gloucester. Jan 31. Winterbotham, 
tro 


= Jabez, Plymouth, Devon, Rope Manufacturer. Nov 14. Brian, 

ymout 

ee Nate Audley, Stafford, Miner. Dec 1, Sherratt, Talk-on- 
@- hi 

Field, Jas, Church-st, Mile End New-town, House Agent. Dee 31. 

Donne, Prince’s-st, Spitalfields. : 

vate, Philip, Barton Mills, Suffolk, Miller. Dec 7. Winearls, Swaff- 

am. 


Harg:::ve, Rev Alfred, Cambridge. Dec 7. Woodward, Worcester. 

ee ae Manning, Maidstove, Kent, Gent. Deo 25, Hooper, 
xeter, 

Liggins, Wm, Dunchurch, Warwick, Gent. Nov 30. Harris, Kkugby- 
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Lowe, Wm, Barrington Lodge, Brixton, Gent, Jan 1. Vizard & Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Phillips, Caroline, Warrington-ter, Maida-hill, Widow. Dec 20. Lyne 
& Holman, Austinfriars. 


— Jas, Bathpool, Somerset, Gent, Dec 31. Beadon & Sweet, 
‘aunton. 
Saunders, Arthur Wm, Gloucester-ter, Hyde-pk. Feb1. Lee & Best, 


Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

ee Benj, Wisewood, York, Bootmaker. Nov 26. Smith & Bur- 

— Isaac Skirrow, Cottingley, York, Farmer. Nov 25. Hartley, 

y- 

Turner, Mark, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Innkeeper. Dec |. Sherratt, 
Talk-on-the-hill. 

amore, Soha, , Leyton, Essex, Gent. Dec 2. Lowless & Co, Grace- 
church-s 

Whittington, Albert Thos, Melbourne, Victoria, Solicitor. Dec 4. 
Hitchcock, Tanfield-ct, Temple. 

Tuespay, Nov. 5, 1867. 
Sine. Hy Clipson, Whittlesey, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 24. Wilders, 
ittlesey. 

Bishop, Nathaniel, Weston, Devon, out of business. Dec 21. 
ridge, Beaminister. 

Burrell, Edwd Montague, Ironmonger Hall, Fenchure h-st, Gent. 
Dec 7. Jenkinson & Son, Corbet-ct, Gracechurch- st. 
Caldecott, John Marriott, Lpool. Deci0. Harris, Rugby. 
Cormack, John, Victoria, Hong Kong, China. April 1, 


mond-bldgs, Grays-inn. 
Goodwin, Thos, Lpool, Gent. Decl. Hand, Stafford. 


Swat- 


Skett, Ray- 


Green, Joseph, Plowden-bldgs, Temple, Esq. Jan 1. Peacopp, Lime- 
st-chambers, Lime-st. 
Hatcher, Richd, High-st, Wandsworth, Fruiterer. Dec 4. Haynes, 


Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 


Hone, John, Southwark-bridge-rd, Borough, Victualler. Jan 22, 
Comins, Gt Portland-st. 
Jubb, Joseph, sen, Batley, York, Manufacturer. Jan 24. Watts & 


Son, Dewsbury. 

Lawson, Ralph, New Coundon, Durham, Innkeeper. Nov 23. Thorn- 
ton, Bighop Auckland. 

Manners, John, Coundon, Durham, Colliery Brakesman. Nov 23, 
Thornton, Bishop Auckland. 

Oliver, Lady Rachael Mary, Ryde, aes of Wight. Dec4. Harris, Lin- 
coln’s inn-chambers, Chancery-lan‘ 

Sewell, Wm, Tachbrook-st, Pimlico, Builder’ sClerk. Jan 10. 


Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Smith, Wm, White Lion-st, Pentonville, Carpenter. Dec 7. Smith & 


Son, Furnivul’s-inn. 
Tomlin, Thos, Marlowes, Herts,Gent. Dec 1. Marsden, Friday-st, 
Cheapside. 
Vickerman, Geo Parrott, Shipowner. Dec 7, 
bet-ct, Gracechurch-st. 
Beeds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 


FripaY, Nov. 1, 1867. 
Adams, Gee, Uxbridge, Middlesex, Draper. 


Avis, 


Jenkinson & Son, Cor- 


Oct 14. Asst. Reg 


ov |. 
Allen, John, Macclesfield, Chester, Agent. Oct 29, Asst. Reg Oct 31, 
oro ag Hy, Moxley, Stafford, Ironfounder. Oct 3. Comp. Reg 


Barrow, Saml, Levenshulme, Manch, Salesman. Oct2, Comp. Reg 
t 29. 


Black, Geo, Sheffield, Fruiterer. Oct 26. Asst. Reg Oct 30. 
a, aan, & Saml Blakey, Lpool, Boob Makers. Oct 28. Comp. 
Nov 
Burek, Thos, Cherry Orchard-rd, East Croydon, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Sept 27. Comp. Reg Nov 1. 
— Robt Dean, Hounslow, Surgeon, Oct 1. 
Clement, Sarah, & oe wintemy Southsea, Southampton, Milliners. 


Oct 26. Asst. Reg 
Cockram, John, Beh Music Seller. Octl. Asst. Reg Oct 29. 
“+ Denmark-st, Camberwell, Printer. Oct 14, Comp. 


Comp. Reg 


Crofts, W 


Reg Oc 

Delevanti, John, ~ North-st, Red Lion-sq, Holborn, Artist. Oct 23. 
Comp. Reg Oct 3 

Dixon, Wm Hy, | Black Lion-lane, Hammersmith, 
Retired Commander R.N. Oct 24. Comp, Reg Nov 1. 

Elliott, Wm, Carbrook, Sheffield, Grocer. Oct4. Asst. Reg Novl. 

Rossin, gogenh Alfd, Alfred-st, Barnsbury, Clerk. Oct 17. Comp. 

eg 

Gibbons, Thos Benj, Joseph Gibbons, & Chas Leton, McLean, Lpool, 

Merchants. Oct 14. I: ispectorship. Reg Nov 1. 


Soe Jas, Heywood, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Oct 10. Asst, 
Nesemend, John Painter, Plymouth, Devon, Currier. Oct 12. Asst’ 


Reg Nov 1. 

Hewitt, Wm, Totties, nr Holmfirth, York, Warehouseman. Oct 10, 
Asst. Reg Nov 1. 

Hill, Wm, Dorpingten, Leigh, Lancaster, Shop Keeper. Oct 22. 
Comp. Reg Oct 3 

Hood, Fras (headed Deptford Green, Deptford, Ironfounder. Oct 
21. Comp. Reg Oct 31. 

Hollis, Josiah, Tipton, Stafford, Tailor. Oct 19. Comp. Reg Oct 31, 

Holden, John, Lower Broughton, Manch, Agent. Oct 17; Comp. 

Hunter, John, & Duncnn Me’Arthur, Lpool, Iron Merchants. Oct 4. 
Asst. Reg Nov ! 

Hurren, Noa’ berond-pl, Hackney-road, Cab Proprietor. Oct 28. Comp. 


— Chas, Leytonstone, Essex, Builder. Oct 8. Comp, Reg 


——. Saml, Whetstone, Draper. Oct 22. Comp. Reg Oct 31. 
Kendall, Wm, West Hartlepool, Durham, Plumber. Oct 23. Comp. 


Reg Oct 30 
Kite, ome, Sittingbourne, Kent, Mail Contractor. Oct 18. Comp. 


———= 
haga, Jacob, Shepherds, Spitalfields, Cigar Maker. Oot %. 
mp. 

veces Pid Baran pool, Travelling Draper. Oct 2. Asst. Reg 

Mackle, Jas (O'Neill, Garston, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler, Og 
Mackreth, H ae Od t-bldgs, Moorgate-st, Atto 

th, ms, man-s oorgate-st, Ati \ 
2%. Comp. Reg Oct 28. tips a 
Marks, Mark, Stoward-sh Old Artillery Ground, Brush Maker. (Og 
m t 31 
—— Josoph, Elmore-st, Islington, Wholesale Milliner. Oot 17, 


Mercia Chas “Christian, Old Bailey, Packing Case Maker. Oct 92, 
Com a Reg Nov 1 
= bi Nevroaitle-upan-Tyne, Picture Frame Maker. (ct 25, 


m 

Nicholls, des atten & Wm way Bristol, Dealer in Paper Hang. 
ings. Oct7. Conv. Reg Nov lt 

wile Wn, Barnstaple, Devon, Shoemaker. Oct 16. Asst, Reg 


Nov 1. 
meaene, Fredk, Western-rd, Romford, Surveyor. Oct 4. Comp, 
Oct 31. Comp. Reg 


Reg Oct 29. 
— Hy Edwd, Ramsgate, Kent, Builder. 
ov 
Parsons, Edwd, Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, Coffeehouse Keeper. Oct 
28. Comp. "Reg Oct 31. 
Payne, Joseph, & Thos preyae, Longtown, Cumberland, Drapers. (oj 
Asst. Reg Oct 
Ponpaid, a Jas, Tooley: st, Southwark, Tobacconist. Oct 30. Comp, 


eg 
= Saml Clark, Bristol Woollen Draper. Oct 9. Asst, Reg 
a. he New-st, Stepney, Middx, Draper. Oct 9. Asst, Rog 
Seat, Wm heals oy Py Hornsey-row, Islington, Wine Merchant. Oct 


mp 

Shackiaton Fas expeth, h, Acrington, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer, 
ct g Oc 

Semnend, te Jas, Nottingham, Baker and Flour Seller. Oct 12. Asst, 
x Oc 

Pe dase hy ‘Maria, *& Sarah Ann Campbell, Southpert, Lancaster, 

Milliners. Oct 4. 4. Asst. Reg Oct 31. 

= ' ~ tern. Watling-st, Trimming Manufacturer. Oct 16, 
/omp 

— , mirkeren, New Cross-rd, Kent, Mason. Oct 12. Comp. Reg 


t 31. 
Smith, ‘By, Claypath, Durham, Grocer. Oct 11. Conv. Reg 
Oct 3. Asst. Reg 


Stafford, Thos, Sunderland, Durham, Joiner. 

ict 29, 

ey a Be Wm Forster, Russell-st, Blackwall, Engineer. Oct 31. Asst. 
eg Nov 1. 

Taylor, Hy Fredk, & Isaac Macrow, Union-row, Minories, Opticians. 
ct 22. Asst. Reg Oct 29. 

—, Wm Hy, ch, ‘Tent Merchant. Oct 7. Asst. Reg 
Ic 


Thomas, Richd, Newport, Monmouth, Grocer. Oct 10. Comp. Reg 
t 
Thorn, Saml, The Spoayen, New Kent-rd, Leather Merchant. 


Comp. Reg Oct 3 
Tiley, Wm Geo, Tavistock-rd-vilas, Westbourne-pk, Surgeon. Oct 
24. 


. Comp. Reg Oct 
— on A racer, Tonbridge, Kent, Boot Maker. Oot 8. 
bt yt John, etn, Monmouth, Innkeeper. Oct8. Comp. Reg 
wase, naa Crofton, nr Wakefield, Innkeeper. Oct 4. Comp. Reg 
= Leather-lane, Holborn, Grocer. Oct 24. Comp. Reg 
by = Joseph Otton, High-st, Bow, Baker. Oct 26. Comp. Reg 


=e. a © Macclesfield, Chester, Silk Manufacturer. Oct 7. 
sst. Reg 

— Wm, Amato Bank, Stafford, Grocer. Oct 26. Comp. Reg 
Woodcock, anne Hy, Scarboro’ York, Auctioneer. Oct 9. Comp. 


Wood, Th Thos, Ettingshall-pk, Staffork, Boat Builder. Oct 28. Comp 
young, Wan “Worcester, Auctioneer’s Porter. Oct 26. Comp. Reg 
t 


Tvuespay, Nov. 5, 1867. 
Barnes, Charles Thos, George, Albany-rd, Camberwell, Wheeler. 
Oct 10. Comp. Reg Nov 4. 
sy Thos, ‘Whitehaven, Cumberland. Oct 19. Comp. Reg 
—_ sare Manningham, York, Beerseller. Oct 25. Comp. Reg 


wag Geo, Sunbury, Brewer. Oct 25. Comp. Reg Nov 4. 
7, Jas, ’Gerrard-st, Soho, out of business. Oct 19. Comp. Reg 


Pe aly Wm, & Geo Hasleham, jun, Rebeliste, Lancaster, Smallware 
Manufacturers. Oct 8. Asst. Reg Nov 
——, Hy, Thrussington, Leicester, Teshinties Oct 10. Asst. Reg 
Nov 
a 5 8 Jas, Mark-lane, Colonial Broker. Oct 22, Asst. Reg 
ae fee, Bs Esau, Doncaster, York, Woollen Draper. Oct 20. Comp. 
Cian, Ro Michd, » Newton-heath, nr Manch, Manufacturer. Oct9, Comp- 
Cooper, — * Paul’s-ter, Camden Town, out of business. Oct 9- 
ov 4, 


Comp. bes Be 
Dasey, JOmy Pavey, Oxford-st, Ironmonger. Oct 24, Asst. Reg 





a Geo, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Boot Maker, OctZ9, Asst. Reg 
ov 4. 





Oct 29, 
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Dearden, John, Balladen, Lancaster, Cotten Waste Manufacturer, 
Oct 29. Asst. Reg Nov 4. 

Fletcher, Alice, Lpool, Schoolmistress. Oct 30. Comp. Reg Nov 5, 
Mookten, Hy, Millbridge, York, Joiner. Oct 17. Comp. Reg 


ov 5. 
- wm, Wanborough Mill, Wilts, Miller, Oct 16. Comp. Reg 


PE ac Chas, Goldsmith-st, Braid Manufacturer. Oct 8. Comp. Reg 


2. 

grat, Alex, Canterbury-ter, Notting-hill, Agent. Nov 1. Comp. 
ov I. 

Grag, Thot Pilgrim-st, Ludgate-hill, Auctioneer. Oct 15. Asst. 


Nov 5. 
craves, Edwd, Hebden Bridge, York, Draper. Oct 14. Comp. Reg 
Comp. Reg 


wre ;, Thos, Barton-upon-Irwell, Lancaster. Oct 31, 
, Wm Fg ag sn Maida-hill, Architect. Oct 17. 


rship. g No 
ope Norfolk-rd, St John’s-wood, Clerk. Nov 1. Comp. 
Nov 4 
ware, Hy, Hornchurch, Essex, Grocer. Oct 22. Comp. Reg 


Pind _ Ba Birm, Manufacturer. Oct3!. Comp. Reg Nov 4. 
Jobson, Hy, Jarrow, Durham, Tailor. Oct 29. Comp. Reg Nov 2. 
Jones, Hy Sydney, Gt Tower-st, Wine Merchant. Oct7. Comp. Reg 


Nov 2. 
Kent, Wm Geo, & Jesse Blocksidge, Birm, Builders. Oct9. Asst. 


ej 1 vy Goswell-st, Middx, Widow. Oct 30. Comp. Reg 
Erchingman, Wm Tully, Shoreditch, Draper. Oct 8. Comp. Reg 
tate This Salford, Lancaster, Confectioner. Oct 7. Asst. Reg 
tarngion, Geo, Upper Thames-st, Granite Merchant. Oct 29. Comp. 


Law, hee Alex, Eremeten- at Hackney, Pickle Merchant. Oct 4. 
Comp. Reg Oct 3 

sag Jas, Ostord, Traveller to a Draper. Oct 19. Asst. Reg 
little, Hy, Hoddesdon, Herts, Clothier. Oct 26. Comp, Reg 


lov 5. 
Machan, Patrick Gordon, Little Britain, Watchmaker. Oct 31. Comp. 


Reg Nov 5. 
Mant, Geo bin erg A James-st, Bedford-row, Solicitor. Oct 31. 


Comp. Reg 
Marlborough, i it St Helen’s, Sharedealer. Oct 30, Comp. Reg 


Nov 5. 
Marsh, Chas, Yeovil, Somerset, Printer. Oct7. Asst. Reg Nov 2. 
McGaw, David, Brentford, Credit Draper. Oct 8. Asst. Reg 


Nov 2. 
Moore, Jas, Halifax, York, Milliner. Oct 12. Asst. Reg Nov 
ae Wor 2 Harriet, ‘Tredegar, Monmouth, Bootmaker. Oct 5. “or 
Muciiow, Thos Percival, Birm, Chemist. Oct 28, 


Nov 
Nield, Jas, Dukinfield, Chester, Shopkeeper. Oct 30. Comp. Reg 


Comp. Reg 


Nov 
Norelt, Benj, Halifax, York, Waste Dealer. Oct 4. Comp. Reg 


Reg Nov 2. 


O'Neill, John, Birm, Licenced Victualler. Oct 7. Asst. 
Oct 9. 


Parker, Thos Stephens, Hanway-st, Oxford-st, Jeweller. 
Comp. Reg Nov 4. 
Patey, Wm, Burnham, Somerset, Printer. Oct 8. Asst. Reg Nov 4. 
Pittar, Y seg) John, Brotton, York, Civil Engineer. Oct 31. Comp. 
ov 
Prestopino, Joseph, Featherstone-bldgs, Holborn, Coral Merchant. 
Oct 13. ng 2 Reg Nov 5. 
Pugh, — man-st, Whitechapel, Beer Retailer. Oct 30. Comp. 
eg Nov 1 
Rees, Rees Benj, Poot Tydfil,Glamorgan, Provision Dealer. Oct 
81. Comp. Reg Nov 
See a Manch, Iron & Tin Plate Worker. Oct 30. 
ov 
Ross, Thos Geo, Leicester, Innkeeper. Oct 10. Comp. 
Rudd, Jas Jas b Peete Westbromwich, Stafford, Tailor. ot SI. 
ZN 
Pe, hi Nottingham, Cabinet Maker. Nov 2. Comp. Reg 


Nov 4, 

Phaicr, Wm, Earlsheaton, York, Innkeeper. Oct 28. 
Nov 2. 

Shaw, Wm Appear, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Oct 


ll, Asst, Reg Nov 5. 
Pav. ve Birm, Railway Store Contractor. Oct3l. Asst. Reg 
Oct 26, 


Sah, “ino, Sidney-st, Mile-end, Cab Proprietor. 


Stride, poe "Junction-rd, Upper Holloway, Brickmaker. 
Comp. Reg Nov2 

Thomas, John Richard, Cefyncoedycymer, Brecon, Collier. 
Comp. Reg Nov 4. 

Thompson, Geo Vernon, Leeds, Tailor. Oct ll, Asst. Reg Nov 4. 

‘Thornley, Jas, Stalybridge, Lancaster, Boot Maker. Oct 17. Comp. 

Oct 3 


iz 1, 
‘Vevers, Geo hp Leeds, Woollen Cloth Merchant, Oot 23. 


Asst. Reg 
—, Jeenoh i Woollen Manufacturer. Oct 14. Asst. Reg 


Noy 
webb, Ben}, Luton, Bedford, Grocer. Oct ll. Asst. Reg Nov 5. 
Milian, 9 Wm, Broadmead, Bristol, Cabinet Maker. Oct 28. Comp. 
eg Nov 5. 
Wilde, Wm Kay, Manch, Salesman, Novi. Asst. Reg Nov 4. 
‘Winter, Chas, Westmorelend-ter, Horusey-rd, Hosier. Oct 16. 
Comp. Reg Nov 4. 
Woe, trang Heywood, Lancaster, File Manufacturer. Oct 5. Asst. 


wookracd, 3 Edw, Rhyl, Flint, Grocer. Oct 15. Comp. Reg Noy 5. 


Comp. 


Reg Nov 5. 
Comp. 


Comp. Reg 


Comp. 


Oct 15 
Oct 18, 





Wright, Wm, & Wm Hazard, John-st put. Marylebone, File Manu- 
facturers. Oct 30. Comp. Reg N 
Teg Chas, Barnsuury-rd, faire: Oct 28. Comp. Reg 


lov 5. 
Sankrupts. 
Frrpay, Nov. 1, 1867, 
To Surrender in London. . 
Cooper, Joseph, Broadway, Hackney-fields, Baker. Pet Oct 23. Mur- 
ray. Nov il at2, Rawlings, Bishopsgate-st Within. 
beeen Abraham, Essex-rd, {slington, Corn Merchant. Pet Oct 28, 
Murray. Nov 18 at 12, Perry, Guildhall-chambers. 
Deere, Edw, Carter-lane, Wholesale Stationer. Pet Oct30. Murray. 
Oct Il at2. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 
Felton, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Oct 21. Nov 13 at 1. 
Finckh, Carl Wilhelm, Albany-st, Regent’s-pk, Tutor. Pet Oct 29. 
Murray. Nov 18 at 1. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 
Hammond, Wm, Old-st, St Luke’, out of business. Pet Oct 28. Mur- 
ray. Nov 18 atl, Chidley, Old Jewry. 
a Hy Heathcote, Prisoner for Debt, London: Adj Oct 21. Nov 13 


Hewitt, Edwd, Gower-st, Bedford-sq, Grocer. Pet Oct 28. Pepys. 
Nov i4at1. Vant, Leadenhall-st. 

Hider, Geo, Dunk-st, Mile-end New-town, Wheelwright. Pet Oct 30. 
Murray. Nov 13at12. Hope, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Hinxman, Stephen, New Wimbledon, Surrey, Journeyman Gardener. 
Pet Oct 29. Murray. Nov i8ati. Marshall, Lincola’sina-Gelte. 

Hodgson, Thos Huddlestone, & David Nicholas Coulson, Chan 
lane, Surveyors. Pet Oct 30. Murray. Nov 13 at 2. Lewis 
Lewis, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Littlefield, Wm, Sussex-pl, South Kensington, Paper Hanger. Pet 
Oct 30, Murray. Nov 13at2. Peverley, Coleman-st. 

Mugridge, Geo, Prince of Wales’-avenue, Haverstock-hill, Builder. 
poh Oct 30, Murray. Nov 18 at 2. Woolf, King’s Arms-yard, M oor- 

te-st. 

O'Sullivan, Emmanuel, Duke-st, Adelphi, Clerk. Pet Oct 29. Mur- 
ray. Nov 13 at 2. Clarke, Bridge-st, Westminster. 

Porpa, Giovanni, King-st, St James, Tailor. Pet Oct 30. Pepys. Nov 
14 atl, Bowen, Moorgate-st. 

Rainholt, Aust, Lloyd-sq, Clerkenwell, Bonnet Shape Maker. Pet Oct 
30. Murray. Nov Il at 2, Weightman, Guildhall-chambers. 

Raven, Wm, George-st, Old Bethnal-green-rd, Furniture Gimp Manu- 
facturer. Pet Oct 30. Murray. Nov 13 at 1. Marshall, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. 

Ruth, Christian, Quaker-st, Spitalfields, Baker. Pet Oct 2%. 
Nov 18 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall st. 

Smith, Allon, Culvert-rd, Battersea-fields, Beer-shop Keeper. Pet 
Oct 28. Pepys. Nov l4at!. Mote, Warwick-court, Gray’s-inn. 
Vernez, Hy Robt, Downham-rd, Kingsland, Meat Salesman. Pet Oct 

29. Murray. Nov 18 at 1. Buchanan, Basinghallst. 
Wheeler, Geo Wm, Euston-rd, Manager to an Hotel Keeper. Pet Oct 
29. Murray. Nov 18 at 12. Pritchard, Southampton-bidgs, Chan- 


Murray. 


cery-lane. 

White, Kobt Warin, High-st, Old Brentford, Oilman. Pet Oct 28, 
Murray. Nov !8atl. Hayes, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn, 

Woolard, Hy, Clipstone-st, Marylebone, Beer Retailer. Pet Oct 28. 
Murray. Nov l8ati!. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Ashcroft, Hy, Chapel-en-le-Frith, Derby, Contractor’s Foreman, Pet 
Oct 29. Murray. Manch, Dec 2 at 12. Roberts, Manch. 
Ashton, John, Aldmondbury, York, Innkeeper. Pet Oct 18. Jones. 
Huddersfield, Nov 15 at 130. Bottomley. 
Baker, Wm, Norwich, Tobacconist. Ads Oet 19 (for pau). 
Norwich Nov 13 at ii. Emerson, Norwich. 
Banfield, Richd, sen, Helston, Cornwall, Cordwainer. Pet Oct 24, 
Hill. Helston, Nov 9 at 10. Plomer. 
Baudoin, Florimond, Worcester, Jeweller. Pet Oct 29. Crisp, Wor- 
cester, Nov i3 at il. Devereux, Worcester. 

Baxter, John, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Pet Oct 23. Kay. Manch, 
Nov 19 at 9.30. Ambler, Manch. 

Beardsell, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Spinner. Pet Aug 8 
Jones. Hnddersfield, Nov 15 at 10. Freeman. 

— Barton, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Oct 15. Leeds, Nov 20 
at 12. 

Benn, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Oct 18. Lpool, Nov 12 
at ll. Best, Lpool. 

Bethel, Edwin, Bromfield, Salop, Station Master. Pet Oct 28. Williams. 
Ludlow, Nov 20 at 10. Lloyd, Ludlow. 

Dale, Walter, Chesterton, Stafford, out of business. Pet Oct 30. Slaney. 
Newcastie-under-Lyme, Nov !4at ll. Sutton. 

Danson, John, Birkenhead, Chester, Painter. Pet Oct 29, Wason. 
Birkenhead, Nov 12 at 2. Anderson, Birkenhead. 

Douglas, Jas Alfred, Birm, Stationer. Pet Oct 28. Hill. Birm, Nov 
13 at 12. Pole, Birm. 

Dufton, John, Birkenhead, Chester, Car Proprietor. Pet Oct 25. 
Wasen. Birkenhead, Nov 12 at2. Anderson, Birkenhead, 

Edmonds, Wm, Leicester, Pet Oct 29. Tudor. Birm, Nov 12 at 11, 
Petty, Leicester. 

Edwards, John, White Cross, Glamorgan, Mason. Pet Oct 24. Spickett. 
abe Nov 12 at 11. Thomas, Pontypri 

Evans, Mary, Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Adj May 15. Russell. Merthyr 
Tydfil, Nov 13 at 11. Russell, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Faulconer, Philip Mighell, Brighton, out of business. Pet Oct 30. Ever- 
shed. Brighton, Nov 18 at !!. Runnacles, Brighton. 

Field, Thos, Fe se Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Shoemaker. Pet 
Oct 26. Keary. Stoke-upon-Trent, Nov !6 at If. Moxon, 


Palmer. 


Hanley. 

Garbutt, Thos, Kingston-upon-Hal!, Bootmaker. Pet Oct 29. Phillips. 
Kingston-upon-Huall, Nov 13 at ii. Vollans, Hull. 

Geary, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Northampton. Adj Oct 19. Archibould. 
Thrapston. Nov 9 at 11, 

Greening, John, Bath, out of employment. Pet Oct 26. Smith. Bath, 
Nov l2 at ll. Ricketts, Bath. 

Greersmith, Saml, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Pet Oct 28. Tudor. 
Birn:, Nov 12at ti. Eddowes, Derby. 

Hail, J:s, Maindee, Monmouth, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Oct 29, 
Roberts. Newport, Noy 18 atl. Roberts, Newport. 
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Harradine, Jas, Huntingdon, Baker. Pet Oct 29. Margetts. Hunt- 
ingdon, Nov 13 at 11. Law, Stamford. 


Hayley, John Hannah, Huddersfield, York, Beerseller. Pet May 25. 
Jones. Huddersfield, Nov 15 at 10. 
Hirst, John, Liaithwaite, York. Adj Aug6. Jones. Huddersfield, 


Nov 15 at 10. 

Howard, Wm, Manch, Flock Bed Manufacturer. Pet Oct 30. Kay. 
Manch, Noy 19 at 9.30. Stringer, Manch. 

Hudson, Thos, Costessey, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer. Pet Oct 18 (for pau). 
Palmer. Norwich, Nov 13 at 11. Sadd, Norwich. 
Hulme, Geo, Rochdale, Lancaster, Machine Maker, Pet Oct 28. 

Murray. Manch, Nov 19at12. J. & H. Standring, Rochdale. 

Jenkinson, Edward, York, Skelton, Brick Manufacturer. Pet Oct 26. 
Perkins. Stokesley, Nov 12 at 10.30. Dobsoh, Middlesbrough. 

Jones, Edmund Stanley, Radziwill, Manch,Comm Agent. Pet Oct 29. 
Hulton. Salford, Nov 16 at 9.30. Nuttall, Manch. 

Johnson, Thos, Ledbury, Hereford, Boot Maker. Pet Oct 26. Piper. 
Ledbury, Nov 15 at 10. Reece, Ledbury, 

Johnson, Robert, Middlesbrough, York, Tobacconist. Pet Oct 30. 
Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Nov 13at 11. Dobson, Middlesbrough, 

Johnson, Geo Alfred, & Wm Jonathan Wood, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
Shipwright. Pet Oct 22. Kingston-upon-Hull, Nov 13 at!2. Spurr 
& Chambers, Hull. 

Kingham, Saml, Luton, Bedford, out of employment. Pet Oct 28. 
Austin. Luton, Nov 12 at 10. Shepherd, Luton. 

Knights, Richd, Thwaite St Mary, Norfolk, Dealer. Pet Oct 29. 
Fiske. Beccles, Nov 15 at 10. Kent, Beccles, 

Knott. Jas Edwd, Oldham, Lancaster, Grocer. Pet Oct 30. Macrae. 
Manch, Nov 14at11. Watt, Manch. 

Lanning, Thos, Sout! Hants,\Journeyman Baker. Pet Oct 26. 
Howard. Portsmouth, Nov 14 at 12. White, Portsea. 

Lewis, Isaac, North Shields, Northumberland, Jeweller. Pet Oct 29. 
— North Shields, Novy 12 at 10. Wallace, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Maddox, Saml, Hanley, Stafford, Omnibus Driver. Pet Oct 30. Chal- 
linor. Hanley, Nov 16 at 11, Tomkinson, Burslem. 

Maslin, Joseph, Ramsbury, Wilts, Grocer, Pet Oct 29. 
Hungerford, Nov 19 at 11, Goulter, Hungerford. P 

McGowan, Wm, Brierley Wood, York, Tailor. Pet Aug 16. Jones 
Huddersfield, Nov 15.at 10. Bottomley. 

Mellor, Thos, Manch, Tea Merchant. Pet Oct 22. Macrae. Manch, 
Nov 21 at il. Leigh, Manch. 

Ovendale, Arthur, Sheffield, Tailor. Pet Oct 30. Wake. Sheffield, 
Nov 14 at}. Branson & Sons, Sheffield. 

Piercey, John Bishop, Brighton, Builder. Pes Oct 29, Evershed. 
Brighton, Nov 18 at li. Runnacles, Brighton. 

Porley, Jas, Ipswich, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Pet Oct 26. Pretyman. 
Ipswich, Nov 9at 1}. Orford, jun, Ipswich, 


Astley. 


Rees, Richd, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Pet Oct 28. | 


— rd. Tredegar, Nov 19 at I. Simons & Plews, Merthyr 


Robson, Jas, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. Pet Oct 28. Russell 
Merthyr Tydfil, Nov 13at 12. Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Robertshaw, Joseph, Huddersfield, York, Earthenware Pot Maker. 
Pet Oct 26. Jones. Huddersfield, Nov 15at 10. Bottomley. 

Rogers, Fredk, Birm, Plait Dealer. Pet Oct 28. Hill. Birm, Nov 13 
at 12. East, Birm. 

Russell, Joseph, Birm, Bricklayer. Pet Oct 29. Guest. Birm, Nov 
22at10. Allen, Birm. 

Seaborne, John, Bath, Licensed Victualler. Pet Oct 29. Smith. Bath 
Nov !2at il. Bartrum, Bath. 

Sheldon, John, Prisoner for Debt, March. Adj Oct 16. Hulton. Sal- 

rd, Nov 16 at 9.30. 

Silverwood, John, Lpool, out of employment. Pet Oct 30. Hime, 
Lpool, Nev ll at 3. Pemberton, Lpool. 

Siminson, Thos, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Builder. Pet Oct 31. Leeds, 
Nov 13 at 12. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. : 

Smith, Wm, Tipton, Stafford; Butcher. Pet Oct 29. Walker. Dudley, 
Nov 14 at 12, Lowe, Dudley. 

Smith, Theophilus Geo, Stokeclimsland, Callington, Cornwall. Pet 
Oct 6(for pau). Collins. Bodmin, Nov 16 at 10, Hamley, Bobmin. 

Smith, Jolin, Oldham, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Pet Oct 29. Mur- 
ray. Manch, Nov 13at il, Ritson, Manch. 

Sowerby, John, Middlesbrough, York, Labourer. Pet Oct 30. Crosby. 
Stockton-on-Tees, Nov 13 at 11. Dobson, Middlesbrough. 

Stidolph, Geo Fredk, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Organ Builder. Pet Oct 29 
Reeve. Woodbridge, Nov i4at3. Jennings. Ipswich. 

Storey, Chas Bland, Yaxley, Huntingdon, Innkeeper. Pet Oct 28. 
Gaches. Peterborough, Nov 23 at 12.30. Smedley, Peterborough. 

Taylor, Edwin, Lees, Lancaster. Yarn Dealer. Pet Oct 29. Macrae. 
Manch, Nov !5 at 1}. Woolley, Manch. : 

Taylor, Thos & John, Peterborough, Northampton, Fish Dealers. Pet 
Oct me Gaches. Peterborough, Nov 23 at 12. Rutland, Peter- 
boroug ° 

Thorpe, Thos, Sheffield, Spring Knife Manufacturer. Pet Oct 30. 
Wake. Sheffield, Nov 14at 1. Dyson, Sheffield. 

Tunstall, Eliza, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj Oct 14. Kay. Manch, 
Nov 19 at 9 30. 

Twells, Edwi, Leicester, Labourer. Pet Oct 29. Ingram, Leicecster, 
Nov 16 atl0. Durrant, Leicester. 

Whittington, Richd, Saltburn, York, Contractor. Pet Oct 29. Per- 
kins. Stokesley, Nov 19at 11. Griffin, Middlesbro’. 

Williams, Chas, Derby, out of business. Pet Oct 28, Weller, Derby, 


Nov 21 at 12. Heath, Derby. 
Williams, Daniel, Dover, Kent, Barman. Pet Oct 29. Greenhow. 
Dover, Nov 15 at 12. Minter, Dover. 
Woodrnff, Wm, Buxton, Derby, Painter. Pet Oct 29. Chapel-en-le- 
Frith, Nov 16 at 11. Goodman, Chapel-en-le-Frith, 
Togspar, Nov. 5, 1867. 


To Surrender in London. 


Alston, John, Sutherland-ter, Pimlico, Greengrocer. Pet Nov |. Nov 
20at il. Roberts, Clement’s-inn, Strand. 


Barnes, Chas, Leyland-rd, Lee, Blackheath, Builder. Pet Oct 12. 
Roche. Nov 25 ati2. Moss, Moorgate-st. 
Barhelmeh, Royal Mint-st, Tower-hill, Baker. Pet Oct 31. Murray. 


Nov 25atll. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 








nll 
— 


Bergmans, Theodore John, Little Tower-st, Merchant. Pet Noy ¢ 


Murray. Nov 25at1. Rooks & Co, vent eo 
Bingham, Wm Hy Knight, Ely, Cambridge, Tailor. Pet Nov 1. Pepys, 
Nov 2] at 11. & Hinks, Kings-st, Finsbury. : 


Bishop, Benj Rodwell, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct 39 (for 
pau), Murray. Nov 25at12. George, Fenchuach-st. 

Buchman, Saml, Wilderness-row, Clerkenwell, Leather Merchant, 
Pet Oct 30. Murray. Nov 25at 12. Dalton, Guildford-st, Rugsoij. 


square. 

Cohen, Rosetta, Hanover-ter, Well’s-rd, Sydenham, out of business, 
Pet Oct 29. Murray. Nov 25 at 12. Fisher, Poultry. 

French, Wm Dalton, Salisbury, Wilts, out of business. Pet Oct 3} 
Murray. Nov 25at12. Taylor & Co, GtJames-st, Bedford-row, * 

Garwood, Chas Thos, & John Guias Godfrey, Southtown, Suffolk, Ship 
and Boat Builders. Pet Nov!. Murray. Nov 18 atl. Nicholls 
& Clark, Cook’s-ct Linooln’s-inn. 

Lewis, Hy, Cheapside, Merchant. Pet Oct 26. Murray. Nov at), 
Sole & Co, Aldermanbury, 

Miller, Geo Hy, Slough, nr Windsor, Grocer. Pet Nov 4. Murray, 
Nov 18at2. Vizard & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Payne, Thos, Gt Suffolk-st, Borough, News Agent. Pet Oct 31. Murray, 
Nov 25 at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Canon-st 

Taylor, Adolphus, & Adolphus bi ge jun, Blackfriars-rd, Drapers, 
Pet Novl. Murray. Nov 10at2. Merriman & Buckland, Queen. 
st, Chaapside. 

Thomas, Richd, Dover, Kent, Chemist. Pet Oct 31. Murray. Noy 
25 at 11. Nicholls & Clark, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn, 

White, Geo Carter, Montague-rd, Dalston, Turf Comm Agent. Pet 
Nov 1. Pepys. Nov2latl!. King, Queen-st, Cheapside, 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Ansell, John, Birm, Journeyman Baker. Pet Oct 30. Guest. Birm, 
Nov 22 at10. Sargent, Birm. 

Atherton, Wm, Bedford, Leigh, Lancaster, Pawnbroker. Pet Oct 26, 
Macrae, Manch, Nov 21 atll. Boote & Rylance, Manch. 

Batty, Chas, Newton, York, Beerseller. Pet Noy 1. Mason. Wake- 
field, Nov 19at11. Harrison, Wakefield. 

Brayshaw, Geo, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancaster, Baker. Pet Oct 2%, 
Murray. March, Nov 18atil. Marsland & Addleshaw, Manch, 

Bullimore, Joseph, Foston, Lincoln, Grocer. Pet Oct 30. Thompson, 
Grantham. Nov 19 at1l. Malim, Grantham, 

Carter, Robert Andrew, & James Hy Horton, Smethwick, Stafford, 
Coach Axletree Makers. Pet Nov 2. Tudor. Birm, Nov 22 at 12. 
Coleman, Birm. 

Claxton. Wm, Lincoln, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. Pet Oct 19, Leeds, 
Nov 27 at 12. Tweed, Lincoln. 

Clay, Hy, Wednesfield, Stafford, Joiner. Pet Oct 28. Brown. Wolver- 
hampton, Nov 25 at 12. Chambley, Wolverhampton. 

Crabtree, Chas, Oldham, Lancaster, Carrier. Pet Nov 2. Summer- 
scales. Oldham, Nov 20 at 12. Clark, Oldham 


| Crofts, Wm, Nottingham, Designer. Pet Oct 30. "Patchitt. Notting- 


ham, Nov 27 at 1!. Belk, Nottingham. 

Firkins, Joseph, Eckington, nr Pershore, Worcester, Butcher. PetOct 
31. Hill. Birm, Nov 20at12. Devereux, Worcester. 

Footitt, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business. Pet Noy 2. 
Clayton, Newcastle, Nov 21 at 10. Bousfield, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne. _ 
Ford, John Pointon, Manch, Stuff Merchant. Pet Oct 19. Murray. 
Manch, Nov 20 at 12. Sutton & Elliott, Manch. 
Gardner, Robt, Preston, Lancaster, no business. Pet Oct 26 (for pau), 
Dunn. Lancaster, Nov 15 at 12. Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster. 
Gilkes, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Hereford. Pet Oct 30. Tudor. Birm, 
Nov 15 at 12. James & Griffiu, Birm. : 
Grant, Leonard Lake, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Plumber, Pet Oct 30. 
Blake. Newport, Nov 16 at 12. Urry, Ventnor. 
Hampson, Mary, Dunhs y, Chester, out of business. Pet Oct 
31. Southern. Altrincham, Nev 19 at il. Fowden, Altrincham. 
Hewson, Danl Bilby, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Bootmaker. Pet Oct 30. 
Daubney. Gt Grimsby, Nov 15 at2. Rhodes, Market Rasen. 

Hodgson, Matthew, Wakefield, York, Carpenter. Pet Nov 1. Mason. 
Wakefield, Nov 19 at 11. Simpson, Wakefield. 

Ingham, Walter, Rochdale, Lancaster, Warehouseman. Pet Oct 30. 
Jackson. Rochdale, Nov 19 at1!. Standring, Rochdale. 

Jenkins, Thos, Ynyscydydwg, Glamorgan, Boatman. Pet Aug 19. 
Spickett. Pontypridd, Nov 13at1l0. Plews, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Jenkins, Richd, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Ship Owner. Pet Oct 31. 
Wilde. Bristol, Nov 15 at 11. Beckingham, Bristol. 

Jervis, Wm, Newport, Salop, Tailor, Pet Nev 1. Liddle. Newport, 
Nov 1é6at 10. James, Wellington. 

Jehnson, Wm, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Master Mariner. Pet Nov |. 
King’s Lynn, Nov 15at1l. Nurse, King’s Lynn. 

Joiner, Joseph, Watlington, Oxford, Baker. Pet Oct 31. Holloway. 
Thame, Nov 20 at ll. Spicer, Gt Marlow. 

Jones, Thos, West Derby, nr Lpool, Marble Mason. Pet Nov |. Hime. 
Lpool, Nov 18 at 3. Henry, Lpool. " 

Kimberley, Wm Hy, Manch, Vocalist. Pet Oct 26 (for pau). Dunn. 
Lancaster, Nov 15 at 12. Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster. 

Lawton, John, Salford, Lancaster, Comm Agent. Pet Oct 31. Hulton. 
Salford, Nov 16 at 9.30. Nuttall, Manch. 

Maddox, Sam!, Hanley, Stafford, Omnibus Driver. Pet Oct 30. Chal- 
linor. Hanley, Nov 16 at 11, Tomkinson, Burslem. 

Marwood, John Reed, Exeter, Tailor’ Pet Nov 1. Daw. Exeter, 
Nov 16 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 
Mills, Wm, Basford, Nottingham, Silk Winder. Pet Oct 30. Patchitt. 
Nottingham, Nov 27 at ll. Belk, Nottingham. . 
Mould, Hy, Caldecott, Rutland, Shoemaker, Pet Oct 30. Sheild. 
Uppingham, Nov 6 at 10. Law, Stamford. ° vi 
Napier, Andrew, Warrington, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet Oct 30. Nichol- 
son. Warrington, Nov 28 at 1. Nicholson & White, Warrington. 
Newbon, Walter, Longton, Stafford, Beerseller. Pet Oct 30. * 
Stoke-upon-Trent, Nov 16 at 11. Tennant, Hanley. 

Nicholson, Thos, Cheetham, Lancaster, Comm Agent. Pet Nov]. 
Hulton. Salford, Nov 1€ at 9.30. Hampson, Manch. 

Palmer, Sam! Wm, Bristol, Baker’s Foreman. Pet Oct 30. Harley. 
Bristol, Nov 22 at 12. Clifton. 

Partington, John, Wyre Piddle, Worcester, Farmer. Pet Nov 2- 
Hill. Birm, Nov 20 at 12, Wilson, Worcester. 

Parsons, Wm, Alton, Hants, Licensed Victualler. Pet Oct 30, Clement. 

Alton, Nov 12at 12. White, Dane’s-inn, Strand, 
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Pukavance, Joseph, Everton, Lpool, Baker. Pet Oct 28 (f " 
pitkavance, Joseph, Everton, er. c' lor pau 
Dunn. Lancaster, Nov 15 at 12. Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster.» 
Reid, John Hy, Manch, Upholstérer. PetOct 31. Kay. Manch, Nov 
19 at 9.30. Smith & Boyer, Manch. 
n, Thos Martinson, Hibaldstow, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Nov 
gy. Leeds, Nov 27 at 12. Howlett, Kirton-in-Lindsey. 

Ridge, Robt, Godstone, Surrey, Carpenter. Pet Novi. Head. Rei- 
gate, Nov 15 at 1. Harrowell, Epsom. 

m, Saml, Lpool, Journeyman Baker. Pet Oct 31, Hime. Lpool, 
Nov 15at3. Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Romney, Fredk, Dover, Kent, Egg Merchant. PetOct3l. Greenhow. 
Dover, Nov !6at 12. Fox, Dover. 

Shelley, Thos, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Oct 28. Brown. Wolver! pton, Nov 25 at 12. Bartlett, Wolver- 
hampton. 

smith, Jas, Streethouse Farm, Westbromwich, Pet Oct 30. Tudor. 
Birm, Nov 22 at 12, Parry, . 

Smith, Nathaniel, Bradford, York, Grocer. Pet Oct 31. Leeds, Nov 
18 at 11. ome ge eds. 

Staniforth, Saml, Sheffield, Blade Manufacturer. Pet Nov 4. Leeds, 
Nov 20at12. Sugg, Sheffield. 

Studholme, John, Standing Stone, Cnmberland, Grocer. Pet Nov 2. 
Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Nov 19 at 12. Benson & Moordaff, 

* Cockermouth. 

Thomas, Morgan, Llanwonog, Montgomery, ag ans a Pet Nov 1. 
Woosnam. Newtown, Nov 19 at ll. Jones, Newtown. 

Yarndell, Chas, Cocking, Sussex, Carpenter. Pet Oct 31. Johnson. 
Midhurst, Nov 15 at 10. Soames, Petersfield. 

Weatherhead, Geo, Holy Stone, nr Backworth, Northumberland, out 
of business. Pet Oct 31. Ingledew. North Shields, Nov 18 at 10. 
Johnson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

West, Chas Wm, Lpool, Vocalist. Pet Oct31. Hime. Lpool, Nov 15 
at 3, Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Wilmot, Joseph, Brecknell, Berks, Grocer. Pet Oct 31. Darvill. Wind- 
sor, Nov lb at 11. Smith, Reading. 

Windle, John, Halton West, York, Butcher. Pet Nov 4. Leeds, Nov 
Qlatll. Berry, Bradford. 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Nov. 1, 1867. 


James, Wm Joseph, Portsea, Hants, Grocer. Oct 29. 

Lynch, Daniel, Dewsbury, York, Innkeeper. Oct 28. 

Reeves, Fredk, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, out of business, Oct 23. 
Tvurspayr, Nov. 5, 1867. 


Stowell, John, Charles-st Hatton-garden, Bootmaker. Nov 2. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
87, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 


SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- | 


posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 
Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 


PxorosaL ror Loan on MoptGaces. 


Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 

Amount required 

Time and mode of repayment (i. ¢., whether for a term certain, ar by 
sunual or other payments 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land vr build- 
fags, state the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


gerry PER CENT. REDUCTION made by the 

UNIVERSAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOOJETY on the Premiums 
of Policyholders participating in the Annual Division of Profits, at their 
Thirty-third Yearly Meeting. 

For Prospectus, Proposal Forms, or Copy of Report, apply at 1, King 
William-street, London, E.C.; or to the West-End Agents, Messrs. 
Grindlay & Co., 55, Parliament street. In India, apply to Messrs. 
Gisborne & Co., Calcutta; Messrs. Forbes & Co., Bombay; or Messrs. 
Bainbridge & Co., Madras. 


NIVERSAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY : 
established 1834, Head Office, 1, King William-~street, London, 


JOHN FARLEY LEITH, Esq., Chairman, 
FRANCIS MACNAGHTEN, Esq., Deputy Chairman, 
Augustus Bosanquet, Esq. James Joseph Mackenzie, Esq. 
George Henry Brown, Esq. William Norris Nicholson, Esq. 
The Hon. James Byng Sir Macdonald Stephenson 
Osgood Hanbury, jun., Esq. Charles Freville Surtees, Esq., M.P. 
Frederick Hendriks, Fsq., Actuary and Secretary. 

The accumulated profits of the Universa), at the Thirty-third Annual 
Investigation in 1867 amounted to £202,973. U) wards of four-fifths of 
this sum is reserved to enter into the average of future years. The 
Temaining fifth allows of a reduction of the premium upon all participat- 
ing policies six years in force on the same liberal scale as for several 
years past ; namely, 50 per cent. or one-half the original premium. 
Policies, English or Indian, upon which the premium was originally 
£100, will thus be charged with £50 only of premium for the current 
Year, May 1867-68, 

New policies issued in 1866 for £306,315, at an annual premium of 
£13,252. Policies in force, £2,622,000. Accumulated Funds, £804,990. 


ARTIFICIAL TEETH.—G. H. Jones, Working 
i Dentist, begs to call attention to his self-adhesive Incorrodible 
Mineral Teeth, warranted in every respect; sets from £5.—56, Great 
Kussell-street (opposite the British Museum Entran¢e). 

















RANSPARENT CANDLES.—If you only want 
something pretty to look at, without minding a little smoke and 
smell, and a little bending and running over if the room shall happen tu 
be rather unusually warm ; buy any of the very transparent low quality 
Paraffine Candles now sold freely everywhere at one shilling ner pound: 
but if-along with beauty of appearance you require steady brilliancy of 
light, and freedom from risk of these litt!e occasional mishaps, tell your 
dealer to supply you with ** Price’s Gozxp Mepat Patmitine CANDLES,” 
which though charged at a higher e@ per pound, are really cheaper 
when the difference of quality is taken into account, They are beiieved 
to be the very best substitute yet produced for real Wax and Spermaceti, 
now at such an extravagant price, and are being introduced in place of 
them in the West End Clubs, and elsewhere where excellence of quality 
is studied as well as economy. 


By Royal Command. 
METALLIC PEN MAKER TO THE QUEEN. 


JOSEPH GILLOTT, 


Respectfully directs the attention of the Commercial Public, and of all 
who use 


STEEL PENS, 
to the incomparable excellence of his productions, which for QuaLitr 
of MaTERIAL, Easy Action, and Great DoraBiLiry, will ensure universal 
preference. 
THEY CAN BE OBTAINED, RETAIL, OF EVERY DEALER IN 
THE WORLD. 
Wholesale at the Works, Graham-street, Birmingham ; and at the Branch 
"itis John-street, New York ; and 37, Gracechurch-street, 
Ondon, 


HE GUINEA WALLSEND COLLIERY COM- 

PANY, LIMITED, continue to deliver their celebrated GUINEA 

COALS, at 21s. per ton, all the year round, for cash onor before delivery. 
No agents,—Only Office, 28, Regent-street, Piccadilly, S.W. 


y atee AND ALEXANDER 
PRINTERS, 
7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., 
Parliamentary Bills, Appeals, Bills of Complaint, Memorandums an@ 
Articles of Association, Legal Forms, Notices, &c. ‘ 
Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Certificates, Show Cards, 
Cheques, Insurance Tables, Policies, Proposal Forms. 
Catalogues, Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Posting Bills, and alt 
General Printing. 














ILLS OF COMPLAINT AND 
FOR CASH, 48, 6d. PER PAGE, 
A Lower Charge tian has hitherto been offered by the Trade. 


PRICE IF PUT To Account, 
10 Copies. 20 Copies. 30 Copies. 
8 PAZES..0..000. £2 23, Os. £2 3s. 6d. £2 4s. 6d, 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENERAL PRINTERS, 
7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C, 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
ls, 6d, setof three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s.6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s. 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
Tanted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free. Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 


r rail, 
- RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat. 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos 
sessing such valuabJe properties renders it in appearance and wear equa 
to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King’s. 


£s. 4. 
Table Forks, per doz.....+ 
Dessert di 


ANSWERS, 


50 Copies. 
£2 6s. 6d. 








l 
10 
Tea Spoo 1 


tLO woeccccceces 


1 
1 
1 
Q 


MS eeccesseccccee O12 OandO 18 
Every Article for the Table asin Silver. A 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, $36, STRAND, LONDON, 
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ROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE, No. 50, REGENT- 
- STREET, LONDON, W. 


EsTaBLisHeD 1806. 





Invested Capital, £1,663,919. 
Annual Income, £203,438. 
Bonusses Declared, £1,451,157. 
Claims Paid since the Establishment of the Office, £3,908,452, 





President, 
Tue Ricut HonouraBte Eart GREY. 





‘The Profits (subject to a trifling deduction) are divided among the Insured. 





Examples of Bonuses added to Policies issued by 
THE PROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE. 








No. of | Date of Annual Sum Amount with | 
Policy. | Policy. | Premium. | Insured. |Bonus additions. | 
{ 
2sa| 2 £ 6.4. 
4,718 1823 1941510 | 5,000 10,632 14 2 
3,924 | 1821 | 165 4 2 | 5,000 | 10,164 19 0 
4,937 1824 205 13 4 | 4,000 9,637 2 2 
5,795 1825 157 1 8 5,000 9,253 5 10 
2,027 1816 12213 4 4,000 8,576 11 2 
3,944 1821 49 15 10 1,000 2,498 7 6 
788 1808 2918 4 1,000 2,327 13 5 

















Insurances may be effected in any part of the kingdom by a letter 
addressed to “ The Secretary,” No. 50, Regent-street, London, W. 


Commiseion.—The usual Professional Commission of 10 per Cent. upon 
the First Premium, and 5 per Cent. upon Renewals, is allowed to So- 
licitors and others, and continued to be paid to the party introducing 
the Assurance. 








OUNTY FIRE OFFICE, No. 50, REGENT. 
STREET, and No. 14, CORNHILL, LONDON, 
EsTaBLisHEeD 1806. 

a, Saat, Ssh” Chusas yell done’ Establish. 

Returns paid to Insured, £287,223. aims pai nee the 

ment of the Office, £1,348,975. 

TRUSTEES AND DIRECTORS. 

The Hon. Arthur Kinnaird, M.P. Henry B. Churchill, Esq. 


Sir Richard D. King, Bart. Richard Dawson, Esq. 
Sir G. E. Welby Gregory, Bart, The Rev. Humphrey W. Sibthozp, 
Samuel Veasey, Esq. Frederick Squire, Esq. 


&c., &e., &e. 
Mawacine Direcror.—John A. Beaumont, Esq. 

The Rates of Premium charged by the County Fire Office are upon the 
lowest scale consistent with security to the Insured. 

All Losses are settled with promptitude and liberality. 

When a Policy has existed Seven Years, a ReTurn of 25 per cent. on 
one-fourth of the Premiums paid, is declared upon such Policies, 

The Return thus paid at the present time amount to £297,842 

The following Table contains the Names of some of the Policy Holders 
who have participated in these Returns :— 


















Policy No. Name and Residence of Insured. Bonus. 
£ sd. 
138,142 | W. F. Riley, Esq. ...e.sssescecccescccccccee | 464 1 0 
156,308 | Messrs. Broadwood, Golden-square .....eeee6 | 169 7 9 
114,163 | W. T. Copeland, Esq., New Bond-street 83 26 
156,784 | Major-General Vyse, Stoke-place, Slough 70 1410 
143,872 | Peter Thompson, Esq., Frith-street, Soho. 63 9 1 
99,218 | Sir James J. Hamilton, Bart., Portman-squi 63 0 0 
189,634 | John Amor, Esq., New Bond-street .. 56 14 0 
69,699 | Lady Jane Rodd, Wimpole-street ........06 | 47 0 6 
257,954 | Yhe Rt. Hon. Earl Howe, Gopsall Hall, Leices- 
POPEHITS coccccccteccidvedaccepveccegeces | (Oe mem 
49,024 | The Rev. C. Barter, Sarsden, Oxon ........ | 39 5 $ 
350,497 | J.H. Hamilton, Esq. M.P., Abbotstown, Dublin | 29 17 4 
81,118 | Edward Thornton, Esq., Princes-street, Han- 
OVEF-SQUATE eee. eee eee 














CHARLES STEVENS, Secretary, 
Commisston.—The usual Commission of 5 per cent. upon New Policies and 
Renewals, is allowed to Solicitors and other Professional Gentlemen 
introducing business to the County Fire Office. 








ELICAN LIFE INSURANCE OFFICE 
(ESTABLISHED IN 1797.) 
No, 70, Lombard-street, E.C., and 57, Charing-cross, S.W. 
DIRECTORS. 
Kirkman D. Hodgson, Esq., M.P. 
Henry Lancelot Holland, Esq. 
Sir John Lubbock, Bart., F.R.S. 
Benjamin Shaw, Esq. 
Marmaduke Wyvill,jun.,Esq., M.P. 


Henry Robert Brand, Esq. 
Octavius E, Coope, Esq. 
John Coope Davis, Esq. 
Thomas Henry Farquhar, Esq. 
Chas. Emanuel Goodhart, Esq. 
Jas. A. Gordon, Esq., M.D., F.R.S. 
ROBERT TUCKER, Secretary and Actuary. 
Norice.—The next Distribution of Profit will be made at the end of 
1868. All Policies now effected on the “ return system ” will participate. 
The last Bonus varied from 28 to 60 per cent. on the premiums paid. 
Loatsin connection with Life Assurance upon approved security, in 
sums of not less than £500. 
For prospectuses and forms of proposal apply to the Secretary, or to 
any of the Company’s Agents, 





‘HE MERSEY DOCKS & HARBOUR BOARD 
hereby give Notice, that they are willing to receive LOANS of 
MONEY on the Security of their Bonds, at the rate of Four Pounds Five 
Shillings per Centum, per Annum, interest, for periods of Three or Five 
Years, and Four Pounds Seven Shillings and Sixpence per Centum, per 
Annum, for Seven Years and upwards. 
Interest Warrants for the whole term, payable half-yearly at the Bankers 
-of the Board in Liverpool, or in London, will be issued with each bond. 
Communications to be addressed to Gkonce J. Jerrerson, Esq., Trea- 
-eurer, Dock-office, Liverpool. 
By order of the Board, 
JOAN HARRISON, Secretary, 
Dock Office, Liverpool, October 31, 1867. 


B. J. MAYER, 
MAYENCE-ON-THE-RHINE. 
PURVEYOR OF WINES TO HER MAJESTY. 
eer & SPARKLING HOCKS & MOSELLES, 


of the very finest qualities, supplied, duty free and carriage paid 
to all parts of the United Kingdom, at moderate charges. Price Lists 
presented on application. 


All communications te be addressed either direct to B. J. MAYER 
Mayence-on-Rhine; to Messrs. PICKFORD & Co., E.C.; or Messrs 
MACLEAN & WOOLLEY, 63, Lower Thames-street, E.C. 











CASES TO HOLD THE NUMBERS 


OF THE 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


CAN BE HAD AT THE OFFICE, 
OB THROUGH ANY BOOKS+LLsR, 
Price 3s, 6d. and 7s. 64, 








|e een REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, 10, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND. 
Established 1835. Capital £500,000. 
DIRECTORS. 
Francis Bennett Goldney, Esq. 
Chas. Richard Harford, jun., Esq. 
Henry Pigeon, Esq. 


Daniel Smith Bockett, Esq. 
Major C. L. Boileau. 
Lieut.-Colonel Chase. 
William Henry Cole, Esq. Henry Roberts, Esq. 
Thomas Curtis, Esq. George Roots, Esq. 
Auditors—Charles Armstrong, Esq.; William Richard Bingley, Esq.; 
Alfred Langdale, Esq. 
Solicitors—Messrs. Clayton & Sons. 
Bankers—Messrs. Coutts & Co. 
Actuary—F. Hendriks, Esq. 


This Society purchases reversionary property, life interests, and life 
policies of assurance, and grauts loans on these securities. 
Forms of proposal may be obtained at the office, 
F. S. CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 








Now ready. 
TWENTY-SECOND ANNUAL ISSUE. 

rFYHE LAWYERS’ COMPANION, DIARY, and 

LONDON and PROVINCIAL LAW DIRECTORY for 1863; cou- 
taining Scales of Costs; Legal Time Tables; an Abstract of the most 
important Acts of the Session of 1867; Members and Officers of the 
Houses of Lords and Commons, &c., &c., &c. Edited by FREDERICK 
LAWRENCE, of the Middle Temple, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 

The Work is strongly bound in cloth, and may be had as under: ~ 


No. 1. Plain, two days on.a page ......... é 
2. Plain, two days on a page, interleaved for attendances 
3. Ruled with faint lines, and with or without money columas, 
two days on a page....... Ccndeveenscouts eeseceeee a reercecvecccccesseses 
4. Ruled with faint lines, and with or without money columns, 
two days on a page, interleaved for attendances 
5. Whole page for each day, plain... 
6. Whole page for each day, plain, interleaved for attendances 
7. Whole page foreach day, ruled with faint lines, and with 
or without money col Video +ere0e 
8. Whole page for each day, ruled with faint lines and with 
or without money columns, interleaved for attendances... 1 
9. Ruled biue lines, without money columns, three days ona 
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By Stevens & Sons, 26, Bell-yard, Lincoln’s-inn. 
‘REEMASONS’ TAVERN COMPANY, Great 


Queen-street, Lincoln’s-inn.—The Directors beg to announce 
that the Freemasons’ Tavern having been entirely rebuilt is now replete 
with every accommodation for public an! private DINNERS, Balls, Con- 
certs, Meetings, Arbitration and Consulting Rooms, &c. The new hall, 
capable of dining 509 persons, and the various reception-rooms are the 
most elegant and convenient in London, ‘The establishment can be 
inspected and arrangements eucered into upon application to the 
Manager, CHARLES GOSDEN. 

« Wedding Breakfasts provided, 
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